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Executive Summary 
 

This study examines risk factors associated with family homelessness in Hennepin County and 

how these factors changed as a result of the recession.  Existing research suggests that structural 

components such as housing markets, unemployment, and poverty can all exacerbate personal 

issues and put vulnerable populations at higher risk of homelessness.  Rising shelter caseloads 

since 2007 suggest that the recession has worsened the problem of housing instability for 

families in Hennepin County.  Drawing from administrative data on 79,297 families who were 

on Minnesota Food Support and 6,798 families who entered a publicly funded Hennepin County 

shelter between 2004 and 2011, this study uses a Cox Proportional Hazard model to analyze the 

determinants of entering shelter from food support before and during the recession.  It also 

provides an overview of the prevention assistance initiatives and the environmental context that 

homeless families encountered over the last several years.  

 

Four key findings resulted from this study: 

 

 The risk of entering shelter significantly increased in 2008 and continued to increase 

through 2010, most likely due to the recession. 

 The recession strongly affected more vulnerable and less protected populations; risk 

factors related to race and poverty increased after 2007.  In general, African Americans, 

Native Americans and young adults have higher risks of shelter entry than other groups. 

 Unlike other studies, gender does not play a role in predicting entry into shelter in 

Hennepin County. 

 Earned income is significant in preventing shelter entry in Hennepin County; long-term 

earned income was particularly preventative during the recession. 

Based on these findings, recommendations for improving homelessness prevention initiatives 

and conducting further research are provided in the full report.   
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Introduction 
 

Policy Background 

In March of 2006, leaders from the public, private and faith sectors in Minneapolis and Hennepin 

County met to address the goal to end homelessness in their communities.  The result of this 

effort was the creation of Heading Home Hennepin, a ten-year plan to end homelessness in 

Hennepin County.  Shortly after its implementation began, the recession hit.  The increased flow 

of homeless families into shelter as a result of changing economic conditions created new 

challenges in achieving the plan’s first goal of preventing homelessness whenever possible.  The 

questions of whether the recession changed the profile of families entering shelter and of how to 

better tailor prevention programming and targeting to respond to the effects of the crisis provided 

impetus for this study.     

 

Purpose 

The primary purpose of this study is to address the following project goals, as requested by 

Heading Home Hennepin: 

 Conduct quantitative analysis of data about homeless families and their service and 

assistance use to directly inform preventative services offered by Heading Home 

Hennepin and shelters.  

 Understand the demographic and geographic profile of families that are at-risk for first 

time entry into homelessness and shelter use, and identify predictors that put them at-risk. 

 Use key informant interviews to gain insight about the process of intake and perceptions 

of risk-factors for families becoming homeless or entering shelters. 

 Identify findings that have the potential to translate into state or county policy reform. 

 Examine how shelter dynamics changed during the recession. This includes exploring to 

what extent the increase in shelter caseloads in the current recession reflects greater rates 

of new entrants and/or longer spells. 
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Environmental Scan 

In the past several years, Minnesota and Hennepin County have faced serious structural 

challenges including the economic recession, high unemployment rates, and an unstable housing 

market that may have increased the risk of homelessness for residents. Existing research suggests 

that, in additional to personal characteristics, there are structural contributors to homelessness.  

Factors including unfavorable economic and social conditions, housing markets, unemployment, 

and poverty are all structural components that can exacerbate personal issues and put vulnerable 

populations at higher risk of homelessness (Elliot & Krivo, 1991). 

 

Families Experiencing Homelessness in Minnesota and Hennepin County 

Families experiencing homelessness are a growing segment of the homeless population in the 

Minnesota and Hennepin County. In a one-night count in a 2009 statewide study, there were 

approximately 1,445 families living in Minnesota’s emergency shelters and transitional housing 

(Wilder Research, 2009). In the 2009 one-night count in Hennepin County, there were a total of 

621 families experiencing homelessness (Wilder Research, 2009). Hennepin County data gives 

slightly different information by providing the number of unduplicated families in shelter during 

the entire year rather than just a one-night count. Figure 1 below shows that in 2011, the 

unduplicated count of families using shelter was about 1,418 families. This is a 59.7% increase 

since 2006. 
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Unemployment Rates 

Poor economic conditions, namely recessions and eventual increases in unemployment, are 

commonly cited as a structural cause of homelessness. Like the rest of the United States, the 

tough job market in Minnesota has been a main contributor to the increases in family 

homelessness. Figure 2 below depicts the rising unemployment rates in Minnesota and Hennepin 

County between 2006 and 2011. As shown, the unemployment rate in Minnesota started to 

increase in late 2007, peaking at 8.3% in April of 2009 (United States Census Bureau [USCB], 

2012). In Hennepin County, unemployment rates peaked in June of 2009 at 8.5% and eventually 

declined to 5.1% in December of 2011 (USCB, 2012). High unemployment rates are often tied to 

a subsequent loss of income and are frequently cited as a main reason why families are forced to 

leave their permanent living arrangements (Wilder Research, 2009). 

 

 

 

In Minnesota and Hennepin County, the percentage of families living below the poverty level 

has been steadily increasing since 2008. Figure 3 below shows that 6.2% of Minnesota families 

had incomes below the poverty level in 2008.  This rate increased to 7.5% by 2010. Similarly, 

the percentage of families in poverty in Hennepin County was actually at a five-year low in 2008 

(6.7%), but had increased to 9.0% by 2010.  
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Food Support: Program Changes and Caseloads 

Increasing poverty rates have been one of the main drivers of a sharp increase in Minnesota Food 

Support program use over the last four years.  Between 2006 and 2008, the program saw stable 

growth in average monthly program use by family households. However, large increases can be 

observed starting in 2008 and continuing through 2010.
1
 Figure 4 below shows snapshot data of 

family household caseloads in the month of December between 2006 and 2010. Caseloads for 

Food Support in Minnesota grew by more than 16,000 family households between December of 

2008 and December of 2009.
2
  Family households now make up over one-third (36.5%) of the 

total Food Support caseload.  

 

                                                        
1 The Food Support figures include the Food Support Program and the food assistance portion of the Minnesota 

Family Investment Program (MFIP). 
2 The Minnesota Department of Human Services defines family households as households with one or more 

eligible children up to age 22. 
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In addition to increases in Food Support participation rates due to economic hardship, it is 

important to note that higher caseloads are also the product of changes in benefit levels and 

eligibility requirements resulting from the passage of the 2008 Federal Farm Bill. Notably, the 

income limit of 130% of the Federal Poverty Line expanded to a gross income limit of 165% of 

poverty in November of 2010. Savings for retirement and education were no longer considered 

assets that counted against eligibility. Benefits were further expanded through a cap on child-care 

deductions. Additionally, the training and work requirements were waived for Able-Bodied 

Adults without Dependents (ABAWDs) in 2009 and extended to September 2011 (Minnesota 

Department of Human Services, 2011).  Lastly, the Food Support program received additional 

funding in 2009 from the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA). 

 

Affordable Housing 

Lack of affordable housing has also contributed to increasing rates of homelessness. Past studies 

of the role of affordable housing in the 1970s suggests that shortages in affordable housing cause 

rent to rise while income remains the same, which in turn increases rental burden (Elliot & 

Krivo, 1991). Figure 5 shows that the rental vacancy rate in Hennepin County was 8.9% in 2006 

and dropped to 5.3% in 2008. However, it made a slight recovery to 6.0% in 2010. The trend in 

vacancy rates in Minnesota is similar to that of Hennepin County. 
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Households that spend more than 30 percent of their monthly gross income on housing are 

thought to be at expenditure levels that most families cannot afford (United States Department of 

Housing and Urban Development [HUD], 2012). Minnesota and Hennepin County have a highly 

similar percentage of residents who meet these criteria. Figure 6 below shows that there was an 

increase in cost burdened renters both statewide and in Hennepin County between 2007 and 

2008, a trend that is tied to the falling vacancy rates during the same period (USCB, 2012). 

Between 2008 and 2010, the percentage of renters spending at least 30 percent of their income 

on housing remained relatively stable. In 2010, a little over half of Minnesotan (50.4%) and 

Hennepin County renters (50.4%) paid more than 30% of their gross income on rent. 
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Home Ownership and Foreclosures 

Although Minnesota has a high number of cost-burdened renters, it also has higher rates of home 

ownership than the rest of the nation. In 2010, 73.0% of the housing units in Minnesota were 

owner-occupied compared to 65.4% in the rest of the U.S. There has been a slight decrease in 

home ownership in Minnesota since 2005 (75.8%) (USCB, 2012). However, these higher than 

average rates of ownership did not protect Minnesota against the soaring foreclosure rates 

experienced during the housing crisis. The number of foreclosures in Minnesota increased by 

over 300% between 2005 and 2008, rising from 6,472 to 26,261 foreclosures. The number of 

foreclosures dipped slightly in 2009 (23,019), but this still represents a significant increase from 

2005 levels (Minnesota State Demographic Center [MSDC], 2012). As shown in Figure 7, the 

City of Minneapolis saw a similar pattern in foreclosure rates as the rest of Minnesota between 

2006 and 2011. Foreclosures peaked in 2008 at 3,077, a 91.1% increase from 2006 levels (1,610 

foreclosures). Since 2009, foreclosures have been declining. The number of foreclosures in 2011 

(1,719) was similar to the total in 2006 before the recession began. 

 

 

Hennepin County has also faced unique challenges that have affected the supply of affordable 

housing. In May of 2011, a tornado destroyed or severely damaged approximately 3,500 homes 

in North Minneapolis (Mador, 2011). Low-income homeowners were disproportionately 
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affected; many of the homeowners lacked insurance coverage for the damages or were unable to 

meet requirements for loans to make repairs (Johnson, 2011).  

 

Neighborhoods with High Incidence of Shelter Entry 

Identifying the neighborhoods of families immediately prior to shelter entry may be one way that 

Hennepin County can better understand how economic conditions affect shelter entry. Table 1 

presents information on the location of families entering shelter for the first time between 2004 

and 2006 and between 2008 and 2010 based on their most recent geocoded addresses in the six 

months prior to shelter entry. Addresses are tabulated based on the neighborhood groups used by 

the City of Minneapolis, as shown in Appendix A.  

 

Table 1 shows that a small number of Minneapolis neighborhoods account for a large share of 

shelter entries. The Near North and Camden and the Central Minneapolis neighborhood groups 

consistently contributed the largest percentage of the shelter entrants, and together accounted for 

over 40% of all shelter entrants in both periods. It is important to note that families who have not 

established residency in Minnesota as required for shelter stay may use the Century Plaza 

address in the Downtown East neighborhood.  This may inflate numbers for the Central 

neighborhood in Minneapolis, which encompasses Downtown East.   

  

Near North and Camden had a small increase in the percent of the total families moving from 

that neighborhood into shelter between the pre-recession years (2004-2006) and recession years 

(2008-2010). When broken down into separate neighborhoods, Camden had a 2.1% increase in 

the percent of the total families moving to shelter while Near North had a 1.8% decrease. 

Conversely, the Phillips and Powderhorn communities had a notable decrease in the percent of 

first-time family shelter users (13.8% for 2004 to 2006 to 11.2% in 2008 to 2010). A large 

number of families lived in Hennepin County right before their first shelter entry date. In the pre-

recession period, 79.5% of families came from Hennepin County. This percentage has since 

increased to 81.6% between 2008 and 2010.  

 

Table 1 also includes neighborhood information for families during their first month of entry into 

Food Support each year. A notable comparison is that the figure for “Other Hennepin County” is 
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larger for Food Support than for shelter, meaning that there are a larger number of households 

enrolling in Food Support from outside the City of Minneapolis than households entering shelter. 

In addition, neighborhoods with high numbers of first-time shelter families also tend to have 

higher rates of Food Support use. For example, families from Camden and Near North made up 

19.1% of the Food Support cases between 2004 and 2006, but decreased to 14.8% from 2008 to 

2010 despite a slight rise in shelter use. Meanwhile, Phillips and Powderhorn neighborhoods saw 

a drop in both the first-time shelter use rates (13.3% to 11.2%) and food support use (16.0% to 

14.7%). An outlying comparison is for Central Minneapolis; as mentioned earlier, the residency 

requirement for County shelter use may have skewed the actual percent of shelter users. Another 

notable comparison between shelter and Food Support use is for Hennepin County. Over 90% of 

families using Food Support live in Hennepin County. 

 

 

Table 1: Percent of Total Families Moving into Shelter and Using Food Support 

from Minneapolis Neighborhoods and Counties 2004-2006 & 2008-2010 

 

 2004-2006 2008-2010 
 
 

 First-Time 

Shelter 

Food 

Support 

First-Time 

Shelter 

Food 

Support 

Neighborhoods     

Central 21.2% 4.0% 20.6% 4.2% 

Camden and Near North 21.0 19.1 21.2 14.8 

Calhoun Isles and 

Southwest 
2.0 2.8 1.9 2.8 

Longfellow and Nokomis 2.8 5.2 2.9 2.6 

Phillips and Powderhorn 13.3 16.0 11.2 14.7 

Northeast and University 4.0 4.8 3.3 4.9 

Other Hennepin County 41.1 45.1 43.2 48.6 

     

Counties     

Hennepin 79.5 92.9 81.6 92.6 

Other Metro 7.9 3.1 6.9 3.2 

     

Missing     

Non-Metro 7.6 2.1 6.7 1.2 

Not Geocoded 5.0 1.9 4.9 2.4 

n 2,401 30,614 2,592 30,523 
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Figure 8 shows a density map of families moving from Minneapolis neighborhoods into shelter 

for the first time in 2008 and a map of the foreclosures for the City of Minneapolis in 2008 (City 

of Minneapolis, 2011). The blue lines in the shelter map represent Minneapolis neighborhood 

boundaries. Using just this visual aid, it is clear that many of the same neighborhoods with high 

foreclosure rates also had high first-time shelter entry rates. Additional maps for years before and 

during the recession can be found in Appendix C. 

 

Figure 8: 2008 First-Time Shelter Entry and Foreclosure Maps  

Legend     
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 2000 Census Tract Boundaries 
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The density map in Figure 9 shows the neighborhoods of families during their first month of 

enrollment in Food Support in 2008.  As expected, there is a higher density of food support use 

in neighborhoods with higher rates of shelter entry. However, unlike the case of shelter entry, 

this map also shows that the number of families enrolled is very high in the northwest region 

beyond the city of Minneapolis.  This is consistent with the result in the previous table that 

shows that areas in Hennepin County outside of Minneapolis have a larger share of Food Support 

entrants than shelter entrants. The characteristics of families residing in these areas and what 

factors make their shelter entry rates different may be an area of interest for further research. 

Additional food support density maps can be found in Appendix C. 

 

Figure 9: 2008 Neighborhood of Families Entering Food Stamps in 2008 
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Institutional Context 
 

With shelters operating at capacity since the onset of the recession, the ability of existing primary 

prevention programs to stem the flow of families entering shelter has received greater attention.  

Following a brief description the shelter system in Hennepin County, this section provides an 

overview of the homelessness prevention programs available to county families.  Additionally, a 

summary of these programs and their eligibility requirements is included in Table 2. 

 

Shelters in Hennepin County 

Families in need of emergency shelter in Hennepin County can go to People Serving People, St 

Anne’s Place, or Mary’s Place. While People Serving People and St. Anne’s Place are publically 

funded shelters under contract with the country, Mary’s Place operates outside of the county 

system.  The County also houses families in the Drake Hotel when shelters are overflowing.   

 

In Minnesota, People Serving People (PSP) is the largest and most comprehensive family 

focused shelter. PSP contains 99 emergency shelter rooms and ten two bedroom supportive 

apartments. The average length of stay for families in 2011 was 37 days. PSP served 1,187 

families in 2011, an increase from previous years. Fifty-nine percent of the guests were children, 

with an average age of six years (People Serving People, 2012). St Anne’s Place is a smaller 

shelter that provides for 16 families at a time. In 2010, St Anne’s provided shelter and supportive 

services for 144 families, including 244 children. Of these families, 37% were experiencing 

homelessness for the first time. Of the children served, 50% were under 4 years of age 

(Ascension Place, Inc., 2012).  

 

Mary’s Place is a transitional shelter run by Sharing and Caring Hands, which houses over 500 

people every night. The majority of those sheltered are children. The charity also provides other 

assistance to families in need, such as emergency rental assistance, health expenses and food 

(Sharing and Caring Hands, 2012). Mary’s Place differs from the shelters that are contracted 

with Hennepin County in their eligibility requirements and residency rules. Unlike county 

shelters, Mary’s Place accepts those who are not county residents.  It also places a higher priority 

on targeting larger families and families with earnings. 
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Homelessness Prevention Programs in Hennepin County 

Families in Hennepin County can access a number of programs and services mandated at the 

federal, state and county levels to prevent homelessness. In 2009, the Homeless Prevention and 

Rapid Rehousing Program (HPRP) was established at the federal level with a 1.5 billion dollar 

fund under the American Reinvestment and Recovery Act (ARRA).  HPRP’s objective is to keep 

at risk families from becoming homeless and to rehouse homeless individuals and families as 

quickly as possible.  Through this program, Hennepin County and Minneapolis were awarded a 

grant of $6.5 million dollars.  However, the HPRP funds were a one-time expenditure, and are 

not expected to be extended by Congress past the initial investment of three years. Organizations 

awarded contracts with these funds to serve Hennepin County and Minneapolis families include:  

Minneapolis Crisis Nursery, The Minnesota Council of Churches Refugee Services, Northwest 

Hennepin Human Services Council, Hennepin South Services Collaborative, Legal Aid Society 

of Minneapolis, St. Stephen’s Human Services (Heading Home Hennepin, 2011).  

 

HPRP was partially based on the success of Minnesota in implementing the Family 

Homelessness Prevention and Assistance Program (FHPAP).  FHPAP was established by the 

Minnesota legislature in 1993 to fund homelessness prevention initiatives, as well as programs 

aimed at minimizing or eliminating repeat episodes of homelessness (Minnesota Housing 

Finance Agency [MHFA], 2012).  In 2011, Hennepin County accepted $3.7 million in grant 

funding from the Minnesota Housing Finance Agency to cover FHPAP program costs from July 

of 2011 to June of 2013 (Hennepin County, Minnesota, 2011). An average of $1.8 million is 

spent each year, and roughly 40% of that is spent on prevention assistance.  Before 2007, 

approximately 50% of FHPAP funds went to homelessness prevention.  However, as a result of 

the recession and the increased need to reduce shelter caseloads, some prevention assistance 

funding has been reallocated to FHPAP’s Rapid Exit program, which is designed to move 

families out of shelter as quickly as possible. 

 

Homelessness prevention initiatives under FHPAP include short-term financial help or legal 

assistance to help keep people in their existing housing. Of the funds that go to homelessness 

prevention in Hennepin County, about 90% are for cash assistance or direct assistance. Different 
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community providers administer FHPAP prevention assistance, designing their own service 

delivery in a way that makes sense at the community level.  Direct assistance can include rent, 

security deposits, utility payments, and mortgage payments, although mortgage assistance has 

dropped to almost zero since the recession. In 2011, the mean rent assistance payment was $850 

and the mean rent deposit assistance was $650 (T. Hastings, personal communication, February 

17, 2012).  A family can typically access FHPAP prevention assistance once annually, however 

FHPAP is currently exploring the possibility of offering longer short-term or medium-term rental 

assistance based on the experiences of HPRP. 

 

The Hennepin County Emergency Assistance Program (HCEAP) provides assistance for families 

in a financial crisis that have minor children whose well being may be threatened by the crisis. 

Emergency Assistance can be used to pay for rent, damage deposits, utility payments, mortgage 

payments, and in some cases home repair. The program may also pay for transportation if 

someone can access housing in a different state (G. Anderson, personal communication, 

February 16, 2012). 

 

Emergency Assistance is the largest source of prevention assistance for families in Hennepin 

County, providing roughly six times more in assistance dollars than FHPAP (T. Hastings, 

personal communication, February 17, 2012).  HCEAP assisted 12,227 families in Hennepin 

County in 2010, with an average Emergency Assistance (EA) payment of $1,388.  The total EA 

budget in 2010 was seventeen million dollars, but this was higher than usual due to the influx of 

federal stimulus money under HPRP.  Families typically can access EA once per year.  However, 

as a result of extra funding, the state amended program rules so that clients could receive two EA 

payments per year between June 1, 2009 and October 1, 2011.  Also, clients could access EA for 

a second time in a year if they were impacted by the tornado in May of 2011 (G. Anderson, 

personal communication, February 16, 2012).  

 

To access FHPAP prevention assistance, families must show that they were denied EA.  In this 

way, FHPAP prevention assistance is a resource of last resort.  In most cases, someone is 

referred to an FHPAP service provider because they already used EA that year.  Also, HCEAP 

tends to use stricter criteria to judge whether the financial crisis is resolvable, while FHPAP 
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providers are more lenient and have greater discretion to determine eligibility (T. Hastings, 

personal communication, February 17, 2012).  

 

 

There are several other programs in the state of Minnesota that work toward homelessness 

prevention. The Housing Trust Fund provides rental assistance and housing operating support.   

Housing Trust Fund rental assistance is intended to be temporary in nature and can act as a 

bridge to more long-term housing subsidies.  Rental assistance under HTF can be tenant-based, 

sponsor-based, and project-based (Housing Trust Fund [HTF], 2011).  

 

Literature Review 

Risk Factors for Family Homelessness 

While there is a clear link between homelessness and structural conditions, existing research has 

focused more heavily on individual risk factors as predictors of homelessness and shelter entry. 

Elliot and Krivo (1991) suggest that while individual factors are important indicators of 

homelessness, understanding the impact of structural factors on homelessness can be helpful in 

identifying which populations might be most vulnerable under “unfavorable structural 

conditions”.  Burt’s (1993) assessment of homelessness during the 1980s recession emphasizes 

Table 2: Summary of FHPAP and HCEAP Homelessness Prevention Programs  

   Program HCEAP FHPAP 

Description 
Hennepin County Emergency Assistance Program: provides cash 
assistance to families with minor children whose safety may be in 
danger because of a financial crisis. 

Family Homelessness Prevention and Assistance Program: 
Designed to prevent homelessness, mitigate episodes of 
homelessness and prevent repeat episodes. 

Activities 
Two months back rent, single damage deposit, back utility payments, 
mortgage payments, home repair, and transportation to another state 
for housing. 

Prevention funding used for rental assistance, security 
deposits, mortgage payments, and legal assistance to prevent 
eviction. 

Eligibility 
Requirements 

Recipients must: 1) be at or below 200% of the Federal Poverty Guideline, 

2) be pregnant or have at least one US born eligible child, and 3) show that 
their housing is affordable and can be sustained after the emergency is 

resolved. 

Recipients must be: 1) at or below 35% of Area Median Income, 

2) expected to lose housing within 30 days or less, 3) unable to 

access other resources to resolve the crisis and 4) can sustain 

housing after emergency is resolved.  Must show denial for 
assistance by HCEAP. 

Payment 
Amounts 

Total of 2 months rent, single damage deposit, or deposit and 1st month 
rent, up to $1800 in back utility and up to $5000 in mortgage Mean EA 
payment: $1,388. 

Mean Rent: $850. Mean Rent Deposit: $650. 

Duration of 
Payments 

Once per year. Between June 1st 2009 and October 1st 2011 clients could 
receive 2 payments. 

Once per year. 

Program 
Budget 

$12 million in 2011. 
$1.845 million on average per year. Roughly 40% spent on 
prevention. 
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that the determinants of homelessness cannot be simplified into one of the two categories 

(individual or structural).  Rather, the causes of homelessness should be seen as a complex 

interaction of structural factors, policy, and individual and societal characteristics. Because 

structural factors of homelessness have received far less attention, the literature on individual 

characteristics is presented below. 

 

The focus of this study, the emerging homeless family population, does not have the same 

characteristics and risk factors as single adults. Studies suggest that the typology of families who 

become homeless looks different from homeless, single adults; families are younger, likely to 

include a mother of a newborn, less likely to have some form of substance abuse or psychotic 

disorder, and more likely to be African American (Shinn, Rog, & Culhane, 2005). Homeless 

families are often female-headed with young children. (Bassuk et al., 1997; Shinn et al., 1998). 

Research has shown that unlike low-income families, families who become homeless have 

younger heads of household and fewer economic and social resources (Shinn et al., 2005). 

 

Research on families experiencing homelessness has identified common characteristics that put 

families at risk of homelessness and shelter entry. Commonly studied individual risk factors 

include physical health, mental health, substance abuse, domestic violence, single motherhood, 

welfare receipt, and educational attainment (Fertig & Reingold, 2008). Studies often compare 

homeless, mother-headed families to housed families who are receiving public assistance. 

Results have shown that demographic characteristics play a role in predicting shelter entry; 

African-American mothers are at higher risk than other races with similar profiles (Shinn et al., 

1998). Rates of risk are also higher for mothers with young children in African-American 

families (Shinn et al., 2005). A 2012 study of families applying for emergency and employment 

services by Shinn found that female-headed households with children under 2 years old are 

associated with high shelter entry rates. Additionally, the study found that public assistance 

history such as food support increased the risk of entering shelter for families (Greer & Shinn, 

2012). 

 

Disruptions of social relationships during childhood such as foster care, mother’s drug abuse, 

separation from family, and other childhood trauma are significant predictors for shelter entry 



 20 

later on in life (Bassuk et al., 1997). In a study of mothers in shelters in New York City, 

researchers found that families headed by a mother who had experienced childhood trauma were 

three times more likely to request shelter than housed mothers on public assistance (Shinn, 

Knickman, & Weitzmann, 1991). While mental health issues are common among homeless 

adults, this characteristic does not help differentiate between female-headed housed families on 

financial assistance and homeless families. Mental and behavioral health is related more closely 

to the duration of a stay after entering shelter (Bassuk, et al., 1997; Shinn et al., 2005). 

 

The strength of a family’s social supports is often examined as a resource that prevents loss of 

the home (Fertig & Reingold, 2008). Social supports include parents, relatives, and friends who 

can provide financial or housing resources to families. Contrary to what one might think, 

families experiencing homelessness actually report having recent contact with family members 

and friends; however, it is suggested that these social resources have been compromised or 

exhausted causing the family to request shelter (Shinn et al., 1991). For example, long spells of 

residential mobility for families—frequent moves and doubling up—that culminate in shelter 

stays often indicate that resources were exhausted (Shinn et al., 2005).  

 

Losing one’s home and becoming homeless is a very complex chain of events that includes both 

structural factors and individual risk factors. Beginning to understand the environmental factors 

and individual predictors that put families at risk of homelessness and initial shelter entry is an 

important part of designing services and intervention programs.  

 

The Prevention of Homelessness 

In response to growing shelter caseloads, policies put in place to address homelessness in the 

height of the recession increasingly concentrated resources around prevention-based initiatives.  

Among the most important of these initiatives was the “Homelessness Prevention and Rapid Re-

housing Program” (HPRP) at the federal.  As a result of this shifting policy focus, frameworks 

previously formulated to evaluate homelessness prevention are receiving new attention (Culhane, 

Metraux, & Byrne, 2011).  
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Efficiency and Effectiveness 

Homelessness prevention strategies can be evaluated on both their efficiency and effectiveness.  

Efficiency concerns determining who should be eligible for a prevention program.  Efficient 

prevention programs target services to families and individuals who would become homeless in 

the absence of assistance, while minimizing services for families who could avoid homelessness 

without assistance.  Effectiveness is the ability of a program to prevent, shorten or alleviate an 

episode of homelessness.  The cost of one intervention relative to another is also an important 

measure of program effectiveness. 

 

Levels and Types of Homelessness Prevention  

Homelessness prevention initiatives are often classified according to the level at which the 

intervention takes place.  Primary prevention strategies are designed to prevent new cases of 

homelessness.  Secondary prevention strategies concentrate on the early identification and 

treatment of current cases of homelessness.  Tertiary prevention strategies focus on resolving 

entrenched or chronic cases of homelessness by using more intensive, long-term assistance 

(Culhane et al., 2011). 

 

Homelessness prevention strategies are also classified according to three types. Universal 

prevention strategies are available to the entire population and are advocated for on the premise 

that for most people, homelessness is a manifestation of extreme poverty.  Proposed universal 

prevention strategies include increasing the stock of affordable housing and expanding 

mainstream housing subsidies, increasing income for poor people through more adequate TANF 

and SSI payments, a higher minimum wage, and an expanded the Earned Income Tax Credit, and 

improving access to employment and education opportunities (Shinn & Baumohl, 1999).  

 

Selected prevention strategies are aimed at people who are at risk because of membership in a 

particular group (Shinn & Baumohl, 1999).  Indicated prevention programs are directed to 

people who are at risk because of some individual characteristic or group of characteristics that 

are determined by individual-level screening (Shinn, Baumohl, & Hopper, 2001). Due to the 

limited nature of public resources available for homelessness prevention, the majority of 

prevention strategies are selected or indicated.  In other words, they intervene further 
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downstream when households face an imminent risk of homelessness.  It is unclear whether the 

increase in homelessness observed during the recession was associated with the short fallings of 

selected and indicated prevention strategies, the absence of overarching mainstream initiatives of 

the universal type, or both.   

 

Difficulties in Targeting Prevention  

Indicated prevention programs necessarily involve the task of trying to identify households most 

at risk of becoming homelessness.  However, targeting services to prevent homelessness is 

difficult.  The number of shelter entrants is small.  Evidence suggests that only about 3% of 

Americans have been literally homeless over a 5-year period (Shinn et al., 2001). It is also quite 

hard to tell the difference between the traits of homeless people, and the traits of impoverished 

people who may avoid homelessness (Greer & Shinn, 2012). For example, although the best 

multivariate models can correctly predict a good proportion of families who actually become 

homeless, they will also classify as homeless a high number of families that do not (false 

positives).  For these reasons, a program that targets assistance using a set of individual 

characteristics will expend a disproportionate amount of resources on households who could 

remain housed without assistance.   

 

Methods of Prevention 

In a systematic study of several communities around the United States, Burt, Pearson and 

Montgomery (2007) identified five key prevention initiatives that were potentially effective: 

housing subsidies, supportive services coupled with permanent housing, mediation in housing 

courts, cash assistance for rent or mortgage arrears, and rapid exit from shelter. It is difficult to 

establish success with preventative measures because few studies have used comparison groups 

or followed recipients for a sufficiently long period of time to determine the number of cases of 

homelessness prevented (Shinn et al., 2001).  Of all measures, housing subsidies are frequently 

cited as the most effective (Burt et al., 2007; Shinn et al., 2001).   

 

Although these initiatives may be used at all levels of prevention, Culhane, Metetraux and Byrne 

(2011) suggest that certain strategies may be more appropriate for resolving episodes of 

homelessness that are crisis-generated and temporary in nature while others are better suited for 



 23 

households experiencing longer-term, more intractable housing barriers.  Less expensive, 

primary prevention strategies like one-time emergency cash assistance and mediation in housing 

courts can reach the largest number of families and be effective for households who will resolve 

their emergency relatively quickly. More resource intensive methods such as rapid rehousing and 

longer-term rental assistance are often targeted at a smaller number of families requesting shelter 

or just entering shelter.  The most resource intensive, tertiary prevention strategies like 

permanent supportive housing target the cases of homelessness that are most difficult to resolve.   

 

Methodology 

Sample 

The quantitative analysis portion of this study analyzes a cohort of 79,297 families who were on 

Minnesota Food Support or another program that would include food support (such as MFIP, 

DWP, GA) between January 1, 2004 and September 30, 2011.
3
 It also includes of 6,798 families 

who entered a publicly funded Hennepin County shelter during the same period. Shelter and 

Food Support users were matched by identification numbers in order to analyze the path from 

Food Support to shelter.  Families were then broken up into categories to allow for pre-recession 

and recession comparisons.  

 

Data Sources 

The depth and breadth of variables needed for analysis required Hennepin County staff to extract 

data from multiple sources. Family demographic information was collected for each family at the 

point of their first dates of entry into food support and shelter. Information was also collected on 

family addresses during the twelve months before and after initial food stamp and shelter entry. 

Finally, data was collected for sample families on income sources and the utilization of medical 

services during each month from January of 2000 to September of 2011. Data were matched by 

MAXIS case number and were de-identified by county staff prior to analysis. Key sources of 

data include: 

 

                                                        
3 Families are defined as at least one adult with at least one dependent child. 
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 Hennepin County Shelter Data: Entered by shelter staff, shelter data includes the 

number of adults and children in shelter, dates the family was vouchered into shelter, and 

demographic characteristics of the family (race, ethnicity, education level, immigration 

status, gender, family size, date of birth, citizenship status).
4
 

 MAXIS: Entered by county and state (Department of Human Services) social service and 

financial workers, MAXIS is the state’s data management system for public benefit 

programs. Data extracted includes demographic information and program usage 

(enrollment in the Minnesota Family Investment Program, Emergency Assistance and 

Social Security Income) and demographic characteristics of the head of household at the 

program date: education level, race, immigration status, and date of birth for all family 

members.  It also includes the earnings of the head of household and geo-coded family 

addresses with 2000 Census Tracts for each month twelve-month period before the 

program date through the twelve months after the program date. 

 Medicaid Management Information System (MMIS): The state’s health care payment 

system; data retrieved included a monthly yes/no statement reflecting if families accessed 

the following medical claims: chemical dependency hospitalizations, chemical 

dependency outpatient services, mental health hospitalizations, mental health outpatient 

services, and Personal Care Assistance. 

 

Method of Analysis 

This study provides descriptive statistics on demographic characteristics of the food support and 

shelter cohorts in the pre-recession and recession periods, as well as on the services they 

accessed. It also uses a Cox Proportional Hazard model to analyze the determinants of shelter 

entry in the pre-recession and recession periods. The objective of this analysis was to determine 

which factors accounted for the increase in shelter use during the recession and how to target 

resources to better serve populations with a higher likelihood of shelter entry. 

 

The pre-recession period was defined as 2004 to 2006 and the recession period as 2008 to 2010 

so that there would be a clear distinction between the two periods. Some analyses were done for 

                                                        
4
 Families are given vouchers for stay in county shelter if they do not have the resources to stay elsewhere. Vouchers 

are generally given for only a few nights, after which the family must reapply for another voucher. 



 25 

the whole data set and some compared the two periods. Periods at risk of shelter entry (termed 

“spells”) were defined in months for each family. Each family constituted a separate observation. 

Only the first shelter stay was considered in our analysis, and a family was followed for no more 

than three years to ensure maximum data availability. 

 

The path from Food Support to shelter modeled in this study can be shown using the hazard rate 

and the survival function. The hazard rate is the conditional probability of entering in a shelter at 

a given point in time; it tells us the number of events per interval of time. For example, if the 

hazard rate is 10% and we have 100 families, we could expect 10 of them to enter shelter during 

the current month. Similarly, the survival function shows how many families “survive” (i.e. have 

not entered in a shelter in a given month). For example, if there were 1,000 families and only 100 

entered in a shelter in the third month, the survival function would be 90%.   

 

Limitations 

Analysis of this data should be interpreted with an understanding of the limitations. The most 

significant limitation in the quantitative analysis is the missing data. Families residing in Mary’s 

Place are not accounted for because the data is not tracked by the county or state systems. Due to 

the unique populations this shelters serves, this missing data could lead to a misleading picture of 

shelter entry by immigrants or larger families. 

 

For the purposes of the hazard estimations, the number of families used was limited by other 

factors. First, it is hard to argue that there is a “path” from Food Support to shelter if the span of 

time between the first time a family uses Food Support to the first shelter entry is too long.  

Therefore, only families that entered shelter in a three-year period after enrolling in Food 

Support were included in the sample.  

 

Additionally, for some families the data showed their first time using Food Support as January of 

2004. Known as “left-censored” observations, with these cases it is not known if their actual first 

month using Food Support was January of 2004 or if there was previous usage. For this reason, 

left-censored cases were excluded from the analysis. Sensitivity tests including January 2004 

Food Support cases revealed no change in the results. Also, due to some missing data in the 
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independent variables (e.g. gender information), some cases were not considered for the 

estimations.  

 

This study also lacks potentially relevant information. The analysis includes families on Food 

Support who have not entered shelter, but these families could enter shelter sometime in the 

future. Therefore, some families could actually be future shelter users although they are not 

classified as such in the study. There are also several missing variables that could have a 

significant impact on the study’s outcomes. Such variables include intrapersonal conflict, 

pregnancy, eviction threat, and disruption as a child that have been shown to be highly 

predicative of shelter entry in similar studies (Greer & Shinn, 2012). Furthermore, the variables 

are based on administrative information and should therefor be interpreted according to how they 

show up in the system. For example, family size is based on the size of the family receiving 

assistance, which is not necessarily the actual size of the family. 

 

Additionally, earnings are measured only for people who are receiving Hennepin County 

services. Variables related to earnings do not capture the earnings of people who have earned 

enough to move off Hennepin County assistance. Also, the Food Support caseload was used as a 

proxy for the population in poverty to measure whether the poor were more likely to enter shelter 

during the recession. However, the characteristics of the Food Support caseload may have 

changed due to changes in the eligibility rules for Food Support discussed above. 

Descriptive Statistics 

Demographic Characteristics 

Table 3 compares the demographic characteristics of heads of households whose first month on 

Food Support in the study sample appeared between 2004 and 2006 to those whose first month 

appeared between 2008 and 2010.  In an attempt to prevent bias introduced by long-term users of 

Food Support, it excludes from tabulations families whose first month on Food Support appeared 

as January of 2004 or January of 2008.  It also compares heads of households whose first shelter 



 27 

entry date appeared between 2004 and 2006 to those whose first shelter entry date appeared 

between 2008 and 2010.
5
   

 

Upon first entry into shelter in the pre-recession period, 92.9% of heads of households were 

female.  The average head of household had 11 years of education and an average family size of 

three.  African Americans were most predominately represented (75.8 %), followed by Whites 

(14.4%) and Native Americans (5.6%).  A small percentage were Asian, Hispanic or mixed race 

(0.4%, 1.9%, and 1.5% respectively).  While these characteristics remained fairly similar 

between 2008 and 2010, heads of household entering shelter for the first time during the 

recession were younger than those entering before the recession.  Those 21 years of age and 

under increased from 19.5% between 2004 and 2006 to 23.7% between 2008 and 2010.  

Similarly, those under 30 years of age increased from 57.3% to 64.9%.  Parents with children 

under 2 years of age also went up from 40.3% to 47.6%.  

 

Heads of household who first appeared on Food Support in the sample in the pre-recession 

period were on average 31.9 years old and had 9.9 years of education.  These characteristics saw 

relatively small changes with the onset of the recession.  However, the categories of race, gender, 

family size and number of children under 2 years of age changed substantially.  African 

American heads of household decreased from 54.6% between 2004 and 2006 to 44.5% between 

2008 and 2010.  Hispanics increased from 8.3% to 15.3% and Whites increased from 25.2% to 

28.3%.  Male heads of household increased from 10.1% to 13.8%.  Families also became smaller 

with the average family size decreasing from 3.4 to 2.9, likely due in part to changes in income-

related eligibility requirements.  The percentage of heads of household with one child under 2 

also increased from 37.9% to 44.2%.  

 

The citizenship status and race of heads of household who first appeared on Food Support in 

both the pre-recession and recession periods were considerably different from those who first 

appeared in shelter.  While 25.4% of heads of household in Food Support between 2008 and 

2010 were non-citizens, only 3.6% of those in shelter were.  African Americans were more likely 

                                                        
5
 These statistics reference the first time a given family accessed the Food Support program or a Hennepin County 

funded shelter in the period coved by this study (January of 2004 to September of 2011).  The actual first service 

date for a family may have occurred prior to January of 2004.   
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to appear in shelter than in food support (75.8% compared to 44.5% between 2008 and 2010).  

Native Americans were also more likely to appear in shelter than in Food Support (6.4% 

compared to 3.4% between 2008 and 2010).  Hispanics, Whites, and Asians were more likely to 

appear in Food Support than in shelter.  For example, of heads of household who first appeared 

in the Food Support program in the recession period, 15.3% were Hispanic, 23.8% were White, 

and 6.4% were Asian.  Of those who first appeared in shelter, 2.3% were Hispanic, 12.0% were 

White and 1.1% were Asian.  Heads of household on Food Support were on average slightly 

older than those in shelter in the recession period (31.1 years compared to 28.7 years).  They also 

had on average fewer years of education (9.6 years compared to 11 years). 

 

 

Table 3: Demographic Characteristics of Food Support Cohort and Shelter 

Cohort Families 2004-2006 & 2008-2010 

       Food Support Cohort  Shelter Cohort 

 
2004-2006 2008-2010 2004-2006 2008-2010 

Age         

21 and under 17.28% 18.84% 19.45% 23.66% 

22 to 30 36.38% 36.96% 37.87% 41.19% 

31 to 40 25.89% 26.22% 27.84% 24.46% 

41 and above 20.44% 17.98% 14.84% 10.68% 

n 23474 20348 2432 2616 

Children Under 2         

0 Children 56.2% 49.87% 59.66% 52.41% 

1 Child 37.93% 44.22% 34.54% 40.16% 

2 Children 5.48% 5.67% 5.35% 6.89% 

3 or More Children 0.39% 0.23% 0.45% 0.54% 

n 23475 20349 2432 2612 

Gender         

Female 90.03% 86.22% 92.89% 92.88% 

Male 9.97% 13.78% 7.11% 7.12% 

n 23472 20348 2432 2612 

Race         

Asian 5.47% 6.39% 0.37% 1.07% 

Black 54.62% 44.46% 75.75% 75.84% 

Hispanic 8.31% 15.29% 1.85% 2.26% 

Mixed 1.3% 1.21% 1.48% 2.03% 

American Indian  4.45% 3.41% 5.59% 6.38% 
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Unknown 0.71% 0.91% 0.58% 0.38% 

White 25.15% 28.32% 14.39% 12.04% 

n 23471 20348 2433 2616 

Citizenship Status         

Non-citizen 24.24% 25.39% 3.41% 3.63% 

US Citizen 75.76% 74.61% 96.59% 96.37% 

n 23465 20342 2433 2616 

Years of Education       

8 years or less 19.61% 22.37% 7.36% 7.12% 

9 to 12 years 69.11% 68.03% 84.5% 86.56% 

More than 12 years 11.28% 9.6% 8.14% 6.32% 

n 23467 20343 2432 2612 

Family Size         

1 Member 7.61% 10.77% 5.76% 6.43% 

2 Members 28.15% 37.77% 26.36% 29.75% 

3 Members 24.27% 25.25% 27.96% 26.0% 

4 Members 16.95% 14.21% 20.07% 18.87% 

5 or More Members 23.01% 12.0% 19.86% 18.95% 

n 23475 20349 2432 2612 

Means         

Mean Family Size 3.44 2.88 3.22 3.14 

Mean Age 31.9 31.14 30.13 28.67 

Mean Years of Education 9.94 9.55 10.99 10.98 

     
* Households that first appeared enrolled in Food Support in the sample in January 2004 or January 2008 were excluded. 

 

 

Program Usage 

This analysis incorporates various public programs, some of which have been discussed already. 

Table 1 in Appendix D provides an explanation what each variable means and how it was 

calculated. Table 4 below compares the average yearly program usage per family whose first 

month on Food Support in the study sample appeared between 2004 and 2006 to those whose 

first month appeared between 2008 and 2010. Similar to the demographic statistics above, it 

excludes from tabulations families whose first month on food support appeared as January of 

2004 or January of 2008. It also compares families whose first shelter entry date appeared 

between 2004 and 2006 to those whose first shelter entry date appeared between 2008 and 2010. 
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Table 4: Average Program Usage Per Family 

     

 
Food Support Cohort  Shelter Cohort 

  2004-2006 2008-2010 2004-2006 2008-2010 

Emergency Assistance 0.22 0.15 0.46 0.38 

Emergency Assistance* 0.82 0.39 1.37 1.03 

Food Support Cash 3.56 4.27 3.06 3.15 

Food Support Cash* 10.60 9.19 7.55 7.99 

MFIP 4.40 2.71 5.05 5.24 

MFIP* 16.03 5.38 12.96 13.83 

Medical Assistance 7.84 6.40 8.24 8.89 

Medical Assistance* 24.04 14.89 21.08 23.30 

Disability (SSI and RSDI) 1.51 0.78 1.02 0.88 

Disability (SSI and RSDI)* 4.94 2.23 2.85 2.59 

Mental Health Inpatient 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.03 

Mental Health Inpatient* 0.08 0.05 0.08 0.08 

Mental Health Outpatient 1.27 1.10 1.28 1.17 

Mental Health Outpatient* 6.65 2.80 3.04 3.14 

Chemical Dependency Outpatient 0.58 0.46 0.94 0.81 

Chemical Dependency Outpatient* 1.75 1.21 2.36 2.25 

Earned Income 1.75 2.14 2.05 1.93 

Earned Income* 6.81 5.12 4.82 4.93 

     *Program uses are within the last year before entrance into food 

    support, unless starred; then it is the last four years. 

   *Excludes January 2004 and January 2008. 

     

In general, counting program usage in the year before they entered food support or shelter, 

average program usage was higher for families who entered shelter. All program uses were 

higher except food support cash and disability for the shelter cohort. This could indicate that 

accessing these programs is not adequately preventing shelter entry, or that families who access 

these programs more have less resources of their own to fall back, putting them at a greater risk 

of entering shelter. Additionally, when looking at long-term measures of program usage in the 

four years before a family enters Food Support or shelter, the pattern switches during the 
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recession. In the pre-recession period, the Food Support cohort has higher program usage rates in 

all cases except two (mental health inpatient and chemical dependency outpatient). Conversely, 

during the recession, the shelter cohort has higher rates of program usage for all programs except 

food support cash. This could mean that while these programs were preventing shelter use before 

the recession, they were not enough to prevent a shelter stay for families in similar situations 

after the recession.  

 

Also, small changes in program usage for the shelter cohort demonstrates that families entering 

shelter accessed programs at very similar rates before and during the recession. This contrasts 

with the case of the Food Support cohort, who saw greater changes. While programs used one 

year before entering food support were accessed at a similar rate in both periods, the long-term 

measure of program use saw more drastic changes. In particular, families accessed MFIP an 

average of 16.03 times in the four years before the pre-recession period as compared to 5.38 

times in the four years before the recession period. Similarly, Medical Assistance use decreased 

during the recession, falling from being accessed 24.04 to 14.89 times per family. This could be 

a reflection of the state of the economy in the four years proceeding each period.  Despite a 

family’s recent program history, if they had accessed MA or MFIP within the last four years, 

their chance of entering Food Support increased during the recession years. 

Results 

Risk Factors of Shelter Entry in Hennepin County between 2004 and 2011 

This section summarizes the results of the hazard model estimations, describing the main 

determinants of shelter entry in the Hennepin County between 2004 and 2011. The main findings 

are: 

 

 There is a clear path from the Food Support program to shelter entry; most of the families 

entering shelters had a history of Food Support use. 

 African Americans, Native Americans and young adults have higher risks of shelter entry 

than other groups. 

 The risk of entering shelter significantly increased in 2008 and continued to increase 
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through 2010, most likely because of the recession. 

 The recession strongly affected more vulnerable and less protected populations; risk 

factors related to race and poverty increased after 2007. 

 Screening for families at risk of homelessness upon enrollment in the Food Support 

would be costly. It is possible to predict which families will enter into shelter with 

accuracy, however families that would avoid homelessness would be wrongly targeted. 

 Unlike other studies, gender does not play a role in predicting entry into shelter. 

 Families with disabilities have a lower risk of entering shelter, probably due to higher 

assistance payments received. 

 Drug treatments and mental health hospitalization increases the chances of entering 

shelter.  

 Earned income prevents shelter entry.  Long-term earned income was particularly 

preventative during the recession. 

 Neighborhood groups Near North and Central Minneapolis increase the hazard of shelter 

entry. 

 

 

The Path from Food Support to Shelter 

Most of the families entering shelter applied for Food Support at some point during the period of 

analysis.  Table 5 shows that 93% of the families first entering shelter between 2004 and 2011 

applied for Food Support at some point during the study period.  However, because this study is 

concerned with measuring the risk of entering shelter after being enrolled in Food Support, some 

sample families were excluded from the analysis.  If a family entered shelter before enrolling in 

Food Support, a clear path from Food Support to shelters could not be shown.  As a result, these 

families were excluded from the hazard model estimations.
6
 Considering this, the total number of 

families who entered shelter after they started to use Food Support is 5,009, or 74% of the 

sample.  

 

                                                        
6 However, it could happen that some families started using Food stamps before January 2004 and entered into a shelter 
after that date, and hence they actually used Food stamps before entering into a shelter, but since our sample is limited 
to 2004 onwards there is no way to know. 
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Table 5: Number of families used in the analysis 2004-2011 

Families using shelter 6,798 100% 

Families using shelter and Food stamps 6,292 93% 

Families using Food stamps and shelter afterwards 5,009 74% 

Families using Food stamps and shelter afterwards in less than 3 years 3,821 56% 

Families excluding left censored observations 3,155 46% 

Total families used in the Hazard Model 2,832 42% 

 

It is important to notice that the use of a sample without families using Food Support in January 

of 2004 hardly would change the results. Table 3 in the Descriptive Statistics section shows the 

demographic characteristics of heads of household on Food Support between 2004 and 2006 and 

between 2008 and 2010, restricting the sample to families that did not use Food Stamps in 

January of 2004. Table 1 in the appendix B shows that the numbers presented in this table barely 

change when using the whole sample including families using Food Support in January of 2004.     

 

Figure 10 shows the hazard rate and the survival function for the entire sample. Families’ risk of 

entering a shelter is highest when they first appear enrolled in Food Support, and decreases over 

the following months. Figure 10a shows the hazard rate or conditional probability of entering a 

shelter. In the first month families have a hazard rate of 1.6% and their risk remains high until 6 

months have passed. After this point the chances of ending in a shelter are relatively constant. 

Figure 10b shows the survival function for families using Food Support; for each month it shows 

how many families have entered shelter as a proportion of the total number of families. After 3 

years (37 months), approximately 6% of the families that applied to Food Support have used 

shelter. In other words, 94% of these families “survived”; they never used shelter during those 3 

years. 
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This path to shelter shows significant differences among races; the risks of entering a shelter 

are higher for African Americans and Native Americans in Hennepin County, similar to 

what the literature suggests.  Figure 11 depicts the monthly hazard rate for families with different 

races. African Americans and Native Americans have the highest hazard rates overall, and this 

difference is significantly higher in the months just after their first Food Support enrollment date. 

Whites and Latinos follow a similar path, but their risk levels are comparatively low.   

Figure 11: Monthly Hazard rate of shelter entry (months 1 to 37). 2004-2011
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Figure 10a: Monthly Hazard rate of entry to 

shelter (Months 1 to 37). 2004-2011 

Figure 10b: Survival function of entry to shelter 

(Months 1 to 37). 2004-2011 



Similarly, the survival function shows that a higher proportion of African Americans and 

Native Americans using Food Support end up in shelter. While after 3 years less than 4% 

of White families using Food Support entered into a shelter, close to 8% of African and 

Native Americans used shelter in the same period of time.  

 

Figure 12: Survival function of shelter entry (months 1 to 37). 2004-2011 

 

 

The risks of entering shelter significantly increased during the recession. 

Figures 13a and 13b depict the hazard rate and survival functions for the periods 

from 2004 to 2006 and 2008 to 2011. They show that before the recession 95% of 

the families did not enter shelter within three years after food support entry.  

However, after the economic crisis starts, this rate drops to close to 93%. In other 

words, the economic and social conditions present between 2008 and 2010 increase 

the hazard rate of entering shelter for families living in the Hennepin County. It is 

important to notice that the risks changed mostly in the first months after applying 

to Food Support.  As Figure 13a shows, before 2007 families were already at a 

higher risk of entering shelter during their first four to five months on Food 

Support, but this risk became even higher between 2008 and 2010. This risk is not 

significantly different after the 5
th

 month when comparing the two periods, showing 

that the recession changed the risks of entering shelter only for the first five months.  
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The impact of the recession was particularly strong for groups already at risk. 

The hazard rate of shelter entry increased for all households, but especially for 

African and Native Americans. Figure 14 shows the hazard rate and survival 

function for African American from 2004 to 2006 and from 2008 to 2010. After 

2007, only 89% of African American families avoided entering a shelter during the 

3 years after their first Food Support application. Before 2007, approximately 94% 

of African American families were able to avoid any use of shelter. Similarly to 

what happened with the entire sample, the risk of shelter entry for African 

Americans is particularly important during the first five months after first enrolling 

in Food Support (Figure 14a). 

 

 

 

 

Figure 13a: Monthly Hazard rate of entry to 

shelter (Months 1 to 37). 2004-2006 vs. 2008-2011 

Figure 13b: Survival function of entry to shelter 

(Months 1 to 37). 2004-2006 vs. 2008-2011 

 

Figure 14a: Monthly Hazard rate African American 

(Months 1 to 37). 2004-2006 vs. 2008-2011 
Figure 14b: Survival function African American 

(Months 1 to 37). 2004-2006 vs. 2008-2011 
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Explaining the risk of entering shelter 

The following section summarizes the determinants of shelter entry for Food Support 

recipients.  First, the results of three different models for the entire sample (2004-2011) 

are shown; Model 1 includes only families’ demographics characteristics and time variant 

variables (e.g. program use), Model 2 adds dummy variables for neighborhoods that 

families were coming from when they enrolled in Food Support for the first time, and 

Model 3 adds only the poverty rate of the families’ neighborhood. Next, two different 

models for each time period cohort (2004 to 2006 and 2008 to 2010) are presented in 

order to analyze changes in the determinants of entering shelter before and after the 

recession.  

 

All the different specifications report hazard ratios for each variable from a Cox model of 

shelter entry. The hazard ratios measure the proportional impact of each variable on the 

hazard rate. For example, if a variable has a hazard ratio of 1.2, we can say that the 

variable increases the hazard rate (the risk of entering shelter) by 20% (i.e. 1.2-1.0). 

Similarly, if the hazard ratio is 0.8, we can say that the variable decreases the hazard rate 

(the risk of entering a shelter) by 20%. (i.e. 1.0-0.8). 

 

Most of the findings of this study are comparable with the 2012 Greer and Shinn study of 

the Homebase program in New York City, the most similar and recent study to date. 

However, some distinctions are worth mentioning. Aside from being located in different 

cities with different realities, this study compares shelter users with Food Support users.  

Therefore, the determinants of shelter use will depend ultimately on how different shelter 

users are from the entire population of Food Support users.  Greer and Shinn compare 

shelters users with Homebase users, a program designed explicitly “to help families and 

individuals overcome immediate housing problems that could result in becoming 

homeless”.  Additionally, the models presented here consider only the first time a 

household enters shelter.  Subsequent entries into shelter are not considered. 

 

Table 6 shows the three models for the entire sample (2004-2011). All three models show 

that demographics variables influence the risk of entering shelter.  Being African or 
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Native American strongly affects the probability of entering a shelter within three 

years after applying to Food Support; the risk of entering shelter for both these groups 

is close to twice that of other racial groups. Although other studies do find a 

relationship between race and shelter entry (see Literature Review section), this is an 

important difference from the Greer and Shinn study, in which race plays no role in the 

risk of becoming homelessness. However, as noted above, we may not be measuring 

immigrant entry to shelter correctly, due to the lack of information from Mary’s Place. 

This could underestimate the entry of racial groups with high proportion of immigrants.    

 

In a similar way, variables that affect the risk of entering shelter in the Greer and Shinn 

study are not significant in the case of Hennepin County.  Gender, having children 

below 2 years of age or having finished high school do not affect the likelihood of 

entering shelter in Hennepin County, whereas they do have an impact in New York 

City.  

 

On the other hand, in agreement with Greer and Shinn and other literature, age measures 

are significant in this study.  When the head of the household is less than 21 years old 

the risk of shelter entry increases by roughly 30%.  Larger families also have a higher 

risk of entering shelter.  However, age increases after the head of the household turns 21 

years old decrease the likelihood of becoming homelessness.  

 

Program usage shows divergent results. Receiving disabilities benefits lowers the 

probability of shelter entry; the more months a family received SSI and/or RSDI, the 

less likely they are to enter shelter. One possible explanation for this effect is that 

households who receive disability assistance have a more stable and higher source of 

income.  

 

Another program affecting the chances of entering a shelter is Emergency Assistance. 

Program users have a higher chance of going to a shelter, all else equal. This could be 

caused by a self-selection problem; families that have a higher risk of ending up in shelter 

apply to Emergency assistance, while other families do not. If this is the case, the 
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measure of how many times Emergency Assistance was used can be seen as a measure of 

risk rather than a measure of program effectiveness. It is important to notice that the 

positive effect of the program on the risk of using shelter could also show that the 

program actually works; it targets people that actually have a risk of becoming homeless. 

 

Health related variables also increase the risk of becoming homeless for families in the 

Hennepin County. Families in which the head of the household accessed mental 

health services (inpatient) are more likely to enter shelter. This contradicts previous 

literature, where mental health issues for families in shelter are not significantly different 

from families in other programs.  Similarly, families where the head of the household has 

history of chemical dependency (outpatient services) have greater risks of shelter entry, 

an issue addressed by previous literature, but not by Greer and Shinn. The use of mental 

health services has a strong effect, increasing the probability of shelter use by around 

30%.  

 

When families are able to earn their own income the probability of entering shelter 

decreases. As the number of months with earned income in the previous year increases, 

the likelihood of becoming homeless decreases. This is also true for the number of 

months of earnings in the previous four years, showing that long-term income stability 

can also prevent shelter entry. As noted above, the earned income variable can only be 

measured for families who are included in county administrative data.  Thus, our 

estimates may underestimate the extent to which earnings reduce shelter entry because 

they do not include the impact of earnings on individuals who earn enough money to 

move out of county-funded public assistance programs.  

 

Families that live in neighborhoods with high poverty rates also have a greater risk of 

becoming homeless.  In general, the higher the poverty rate of the neighborhood where a 

household lived before applying Food Support, the higher the risk for that family of 

entering shelter.  Similarly, the chances of entering shelter are higher for families living 

in Near North and Central Minneapolis, but lower for those living in Southwest and 
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Longfellow. Central Minneapolis has a particularly strong effect; families living there are 

3.6 times more likely to end up in shelter than families in other neighborhoods. 

 

Finally, the risk of entering shelter increased during the period from 2008 to 2010 as the 

dummy variables show, even after controlling for other variables. The hazard rate 

increased by 30% in 2008 due to unmeasured conditions related to that year. In 

2009 the risk effect related to that year is even higher, with the hazard ratio rising by 

almost 50%.  In 2010 the hazard risk is lower but maintains a level similar to 2008, 

showing that the risk associated with the recession are still elevated in 2010 

 

Table 6: Cox Hazard Model for entering to shelters 2004-2011

 

Significance levels: * 10%, ** 5%, *** 1% 

Some variables were tested but not included because they were not significant (e.g. racial composition of neighborhoods). 

A dummy variable was included but not shown for neighborhoods where it was not possible to know the location prior to Food 

Support usage.   

Determinant

Demographics

African American 2.383 (0.123) *** 2.185 (0.116) *** 2.194 (0.118) ***

Asian 0.281 (0.055) *** 0.284 (0.056) *** 0.268 (0.052) ***

Latinoamerican 0.933 (0.126) 0.950 (0.129) 0.894 (0.121)

Native American 1.973 (0.179) *** 1.874 (0.17) *** 1.709 (0.157) ***

Head household age below 21 1.286 (0.071) *** 1.349 (0.074) *** 1.304 (0.072) ***

Head household Female 0.993 (0.065) 0.947 (0.062) 0.987 (0.064)

Head household finished high school 0.996 (0.04) 0.994 (0.04) 1.021 (0.041)

Kids under 2 years 1.015 (0.035) 1.000 (0.034) 1.014 (0.035)

Family size 1.071 (0.013) *** 1.056 (0.013) *** 1.063 (0.013) ***

Age Head of the Household 0.973 (0.003) *** 0.977 (0.003) *** 0.974 (0.003) ***

Time variant 

Disabilities 0.955 (0.008) *** 0.954 (0.008) *** 0.955 (0.008) ***

Emergency Assistance (1 year) 1.378 (0.056) *** 1.211 (0.051) *** 1.369 (0.055) ***

Medical Assistance (1 year) 0.985 (0.006) *** 0.989 (0.006) * 0.985 (0.006) ***

Food Stamps money 0.988 (0.007) * 0.992 (0.007) 0.987 (0.007) *

Earned income (1 year) 0.928 (0.01) *** 0.927 (0.01) *** 0.929 (0.01) ***

Earned income (4 years) 0.984 (0.005) *** 0.991 (0.005) ** 0.985 (0.005) ***

Mental Health inpatient (1 year) 1.295 (0.109) *** 1.286 (0.109) *** 1.297 (0.109) ***

Chemical dependency outpatient (1 year) 1.080 (0.021) *** 1.066 (0.02) *** 1.080 (0.021) ***

Chemical dependency outpatient (4 years) 1.021 (0.008) *** 1.025 (0.008) *** 1.021 (0.008) ***

MFIP (1 year) 1.064 (0.007) *** 1.068 (0.007) *** 1.062 (0.007) ***

Year effects

2008 1.303 (0.074) *** 1.314 (0.074) *** 1.325 (0.075) ***

2009 1.482 (0.082) *** 1.503 (0.083) *** 1.511 (0.084) ***

2010 1.306 (0.085) *** 1.322 (0.086) *** 1.327 (0.087) ***

Neighborhood conditions

North Minneapolis 1.426 (0.093) ***

North Loop 1.703 (0.176) ***

Downtown East 6.883 (0.458) ***

Neighborhood poverty rate 2.343 (0.216) ***

Number of observations 46,009 43,189 43,189

Model 3Model 1 Model 2
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Most of these results are similar to the Humphrey School evaluation of the Rapid Exit 

Program conducted in 2011 where risk factors for re-entry to shelter were analyzed 

(Barnett et al., 2011). The biggest difference comes from racial effects; the additional risk 

of entering a shelter for the first time for African American and Native American is close 

to 100% (twice), but when analyzing re-entry the additional risk is only around 30% 

higher for those two racial groups. In other words, it seems like the risk of shelter entry 

for African and Native American is extremely high when they first apply to Food 

support, but once they leave shelter that risk is moderated.  

 

The three models presented above showed that the risk of becoming homeless rose to 

almost 50% during the economic crisis, and continued during 2010. However, they do not 

show how the factors influencing the probability of becoming homeless changed during 

and after the recession.  

 

Table 7 shows estimates of the third model for the 2004 to 2006 and 2008 to 2010 

periods.  A t-test for differences was calculated to estimate whether there are significant 

differences in the determinants of entering shelter across the two periods.  The hazard 

ratio for African Americans significantly changes between the two cohorts. While 

African Americans are 80% more likely to become homeless before the recession, 

this risk increases to 150% during the economic crisis. This type of trend is not the 

same for Native Americans, who have similar hazard ratios in the two periods. One 

possible explanation for this higher risk for African Americans is the recession affected 

African Americans more strongly.  Another reason may be that the Food Stamps 

eligibility expansions in 2008 allowed families with higher incomes to use the program. 

Since families with higher incomes are less likely to be African American, it could be 

that the change in the hazard ratio is influenced by the change in the sample.    

 

Similarly, education was strong enough to prevent entry to shelter before 2007, but 

not once the recession started. Families in which the head of the household had a high 
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school diploma were less likely to enter shelter before the recession, but this preventative 

effect dissipated in the face of the economic crisis. Likewise, the size of the family had a 

significant impact before 2007, with larger families raising the probability of becoming 

homeless.  However, during the financial crisis this effect disappeared.  

 

When looking at the program usage, Emergency Assistance is the only program 

whose effects changed during the recession. Before 2007 the effect of the program was 

almost zero; it did not increase or decrease the risk of shelter use. After 2007 things 

changed substantially; families using the program become more likely to enter shelter. 

This could indicate that the program targeted families at risk more effectively after 2007, 

although it was not able to prevent the increase in the total number of homeless families.  

 

Similarly, long-term income did not have an effect in lowering or increasing the risk 

of shelter use before 2007, but after the economic crisis it started to help some 

families to stay out of shelters. As mentioned previously, this could be considered as 

evidence that the recession impacted the most vulnerable families in Hennepin County 

most strongly. Families that already were at risk given their low income saw a higher 

increase in their hazard when the economic crisis started. 

 

Finally, families from neighborhoods with high poverty rates were at higher risk 

during the recession, but only at a significance level of 10%.    
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Table 7: Cox Hazard Model for entering to shelters 2004-2006 and 2008-2010 

 

 

Significance levels: *10% ** 5%  ***1% 

Some variables were tested but not included because they were not significant (e.g. racial composition of neighborhoods) 

 

Estimates for the second model, including neighborhoods, give the same results (see 

Appendix E). It is interesting to notice that families from Central Minneapolis were at 

higher risk during the recession; the t-test is significant at 5% level.    

 

Determinant

Demographics

African American 1.832 (0.146) *** 2.527 (0.221) *** -2.721 ***

Asian 0.111 (0.046) *** 0.389 (0.109) *** -2.544 ***

Latinoamerican 0.744 (0.171) 0.974 (0.202) -0.873

Native American 1.512 (0.198) *** 1.435 (0.241) *** 0.248

Head household age below 21 1.300 (0.112) *** 1.193 (0.105) ** 0.682

Head household Female 1.057 (0.113) 1.102 (0.112) -0.272

Head household finished high school 0.903 (0.055) ** 1.156 (0.076) * -2.770 ***

Kids under 2 years 0.959 (0.049) 0.971 (0.071) -0.140

Family size 1.111 (0.018) *** 1.036 (0.024) 2.582 ***

Age Head of the Household 0.975 (0.004) *** 0.969 (0.005) *** 1.117

Time variant 

Disabilities 0.961 (0.012) *** 0.932 (0.016) *** 1.521

Emergency Assistance (1 year) 0.975 (0.065) * 2.018 (0.117) *** -8.213 ***

Medical Assistance (1 year) 0.991 (0.009) 0.987 (0.009) 0.244

Food Stamps money 0.999 (0.01) 0.971 (0.011) ** 1.853 *

Earned income (1 year) 0.926 (0.014) *** 0.936 (0.018) *** -0.472

Earned income (4 years) 0.997 (0.006) 0.962 (0.009) *** 3.380 ***

Mental Health inpatient (1 year) 1.307 (0.136) ** 1.334 (0.202) * -0.112

Chemical dependency outpatient (1 year) 1.067 (0.029) * 1.103 (0.036) *** -0.808

Chemical dependency outpatient (4 years) 1.034 (0.01) *** 1.006 (0.014) 1.668 *

MFIP (1 year) 1.050 (0.01) *** 1.071 (0.012) *** -1.403

Neighborhood conditions

Neighbourhood Poverty rate 1.882 (0.265) *** 2.704 (0.396) *** -1.787 *

Number of observations 21,058 16,553

Test for differencesModel 2004-2006 Model 2008-2010
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Predictions 

The hazard model allows us to predict a family’s probability of shelter entry based on 

demographics, past welfare assistance received, health conditions, neighborhood poverty 

etc., at the time of their entry into Food Support. Greer and Shinn calculate predictions 

for their model and create a screening tool based on their results. Even though the goal of 

this project is not to create a screening tool, it is possible to calculate predictions in order 

to evaluate the accuracy of the model and the possibility of creating a screening tool.  

 

A simulation was used to estimate the entry probability for each family in our sample at a 

given time, based on the hazard model number three identified above. We define families 

as expected to enter if the estimated probability of entry to shelter is larger than 2.5% and 

5%, and then compare the estimate with whether they actually entered. Table 8 shows the 

prediction and the observed behavior.  

 

Table 8: Comparison Between Model Prediction and Actual Entry to Shelter 

  No entry predicted Entry predicted Total 

At 5% threshold       

No use of shelter 27,863 15,326 43,189 

% 65% 35% 100% 

Use of shelter 808 2,024 2,832 

% 29% 71% 100% 

At 2.5% threshold 

  
  

No use of shelter 15,629 27,560 43,189 

% 36% 64% 100% 

Use of shelter 228 2,604 2,832 

% 8% 92% 100% 

 

As shown in Table 8 above, the model is reasonably effective in predicting shelter entry: 

of those predicted to enter, 71% or 92% actually entered to shelter, depending on the 

threshold.  The main problem is that the model at the same time predicts 35% or 64% of 

the non-shelter users as shelter users, depending on the cutoff. Since the number of 
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household using Food Support is relatively large compared to those using shelters, this 

type of error could be extremely costly. If a program were designed to prevent 

homelessness at this step with a tool based on this model, then the program would have 

reached 15,326 families that would have not needed the program at 5% threshold.  If 

Hennepin County wants to develop a screening tool similar to New York’s, then the tool 

should be used at a point in time closer to shelter entry.  

 

Alternatively, Hennepin County could develop a tool for targeting only those families at 

higher risk. By doing this only high risk families would receive additional help and a 

lower number of families that would not use shelter would receive help, minimizing the 

costs of wrongly targeting families. For example, defining a cut-off of 20% correctly 

targets 148 families (5% of the families in the sample) and wrongly targets only 753 

families (2% of families in Food Support), as can be seen in Table 9. 

 

 

Table 9: Comparison Between Model Prediction and Actual Entry to Shelter 

  No entry predicted Entry predicted Total 

At 20% threshold       

No use of shelter 42,436 753 43,189 

% 98% 2% 100% 

Use of shelter 2,684 148 2,832 

% 95% 5% 100% 

 

Conclusion 
 

Hennepin County has a number of programs designed to help residents stay out of the 

Hennepin County shelter system. Despite these preventative measures, our analysis 

illustrates that the risk of shelter entry significantly increased during the recession, 

especially for African Americans and residents living in neighborhoods with high rates of 

poverty. Traditional demographic characteristics and programs that did not predict shelter 
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use pre-recession, such as residents’ education level, earned income and Emergency 

Assistance use, became indicators for shelter entry during the recession.  

 

This study is subject to some important limitations. First, the missing data from privately 

funded shelters leads to incomplete information for groups with a high proportion of 

immigrants.  In addition, families included in the analysis were limited to those with a 

three-year time span from entry of Food Support, left censoring, and incomplete 

information. There were also important omitted variables including intrapersonal conflict 

or pregnancy that could have a significant impact on this study’s outcomes.  Finally, the 

condition of homelessness is far more complex than presented in this report. 

Environmental factors interact with a family’s program usage, as well as their 

geographical location and other individual risk factors.  

 

Policy Recommendations 

 
1. A differential approach to homelessness prevention should be considered for 

young adults, poorer families and the most at risk racial minorities.  This study 

shows that the recession significantly increased the risk of becoming homeless for all 

families, but particularly for heads of household who are African American and poor.  

Similarly, heads of household entering shelter for the first time during the recession were 

younger than those entering before the recession. Prevention programming targeted 

specifically at these populations such as efforts to combat housing and employment 

discrimination against racial minorities or assistance to young people making the 

transition to independent housing and full-time employment may be effective in reducing 

homelessness in Hennepin County.   

 

2.  Risk factors incorporated into prevention assistance screening tools should be 

based on current and location-specific analyses. This study supports evidence that 

correlates of homelessness change over time and vary by location.  It found risk factors 

such as race or mental health problems that were not predictive of shelter entry in similar 

studies to be highly significant.  Similarly, the importance of various risk factors such as 
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race, poverty, education and long-term income changed between the pre-recession and 

recession periods studied.  This suggests that any efficient prevention-targeting tool 

would need to be periodically renewed with information from studies using the most 

recent available Hennepin County data.  

 

3. Any screening tool designed to target homelessness prevention assistance to 

higher risk families should be used at the point where homelessness is closest to 

occurring.   As demonstrated in this study, implementing a screening tool at the food 

support level would wrongly target prevention services to families that will not become 

homeless.  This could be especially costly given that the number of families using Food 

Support is much larger than those entering shelter.  If implemented, a screening tool 

designed to identify the most at risk families should be used as far downstream as 

possible to avoid costs from wrongly targeting prevention services.      

 

4. Increased data collection may improve the quality of future research on 

prevention targeting in Hennepin County.  Housing variables such as lease holding, 

threats of eviction, and number of moves along with measures of intrapersonal conflict 

and childhood experiences have proven significant in predicting shelter entry in similar 

studies.  In order to determine whether these factors are relevant to the local context, 

increased data collection is necessary.  Although this study shows that the Food Support 

program is a strong pathway to shelter, additional data collection at this level may be 

inappropriate due to the fact that such a low percentage of Food Support recipients enter 

shelter.  Focusing increased data collection efforts further downstream at a primary 

prevention assistance program of last resort like FHPAP could be more effective.  

 

5.  Explore neighborhood-based prevention strategies.  Analysis of geographic data 

shows that approximately forty percent of shelter entrants come from the Near North and 

Camden and the Central Minneapolis neighborhood groups. Concentrating a greater 

amount of prevention resources in neighborhoods with the highest incidence of shelter 

entry should be explored as an alternative way of targeting populations most at risk.   
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6.  Future research and evaluation of prevention interventions in Hennepin County 

should address both program efficiency and effectiveness whenever possible.  The 

success of homelessness prevention initiatives will remain unclear if issues of program 

efficiency and effectiveness are not jointly addressed.  In addition to knowing whether 

those most at risk are being reached, solid evidence that activities intended to prevent 

homelessness actually do so is needed.  Comparison groups are necessary to show that 

significant levels of homelessness would have occurred if the intervention had not been 

offered.  A single study evaluating the housing outcomes a several groups receiving 

primary assistance of varying types, amounts and duration could be conducted with 

different FHPAP service providers. 
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Appendix A: Community Map 
Communities (Neighborhood Groups) Adapted from the Minneapolis Neighborhood 
Boundary Map

 
Source: City of Minneapolis, 2008 
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Appendix B: Demographics 
 

 

Table 1: Demographic Characteristics of Food Cohort and 

Shelter Cohort Families, 2004-2006 & 2008-2010. 

       Food Support Cohort  Shelter Cohort 

 
2004-2006 2008-2010 2004-2006 2008-2010 

Age         

21 and under 14.1% 18.8% 19.45% 23.66% 

22 to 30 35.59% 36.98% 37.87% 41.19% 

31 to 40 27.13% 26.22% 27.84% 24.46% 

41 and above 23.19% 18.0% 14.84% 10.68% 

n 40327 20878 2432 2616 

Children Under 2         

0 Kids 59.87% 49.9% 59.66% 52.41% 

1 Kid 34.23% 44.17% 34.54% 40.16% 

2 Kids 5.47% 5.69% 5.35% 6.89% 

3 or More Kids 0.44% 0.24% 0.45% 0.54% 

n 40329 20878 2432 2612 

Gender         

Female 91.35% 86.22% 92.89% 92.88% 

Male 8.65% 13.78% 7.11% 7.12% 

n 40325 20878 2432 2612 

Race         

Asian 6.26% 6.39% 0.37% 1.07% 

Black 55.76% 44.5% 75.75% 75.84% 

Hispanic 7.86% 15.22% 1.85% 2.26% 

Mixed 1.15% 1.21% 1.48% 2.03% 

American Indian  4.99% 3.42% 5.59% 6.38% 

Unknown 0.56% 0.92% 0.58% 0.38% 

White 23.42% 28.34% 14.39% 12.04% 

n 40324 20878 2433 2616 

Citizenship Status         



 
 
 

55 

Non-citizen 24.10% 25.35% 3.41% 3.63% 

US Citizen 75.90% 74.65% 96.59% 96.37% 

n 40314 20872 2433 2616 

Years of Education         

8 years or less 19.99% 22.32% 7.36% 7.12% 

9 to 12 years 69.56% 68.1% 84.5% 86.56% 

More than 12 years 10.45% 9.58% 8.14% 6.32% 

n 40319 20873 2432 2612 

Family Size         

1 Member 6.77% 10.74% 5.76% 6.43% 

2 Members 25.67% 37.71% 26.36% 29.75% 

3 Members 23.21% 25.23% 27.96% 26.0% 

4 Members 17.64% 14.28% 20.07% 18.87% 

5 or More Members 26.7% 12.05% 19.86% 18.95% 

n 40329 20879 2432 2612 

Means         

Mean Family Size 3.31 2.79 3.22 3.14 

Mean Age 33.02 31.15 30.13 28.67 

Mean Years of Education 9.87 9.56 10.99 10.98 

     * Households that first appeared enrolled in Food Support in January of 2004 or January of 2008 are 

included. 

   

Table 2: Demographic Characteristics of Families On Food 

Support Who Entered and Did Not Enter Shelter, 2004-2006 & 2008-2010 

     

 
2004-2006 2008-2010 

 

Shelter 

Stay 
No Shelter 

Stay 
Shelter 

Stay 
No Shelter 

Stay 

Age         

21 and under 20.25% 12.98% 23.41% 17.70% 

22 to 30 38.10% 35.38% 41.35% 36.67% 

31 to 40 27.14% 27.32% 24.82% 26.87% 

41 and above 14.52% 24.32% 10.42% 18.76% 

n 2,163 36,680 2,486 19,195 

Children Under 2         

0 Children 58.21% 61.02% 51.89% 50.91% 

1 Child 35.64% 33.26% 40.63% 43.42% 

2 Children 5.64% 5.31% 6.92% 5.48% 

3 or more children 0.51% 0.41% 0.56% 0.19% 
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n 2,293 36,682 2,486 19,196 

Gender         

Female 92.93% 91.10% 92.93% 85.78% 

Male 7.07% 8.90% 7.07% 14.22% 

n 2,164 36,678 2,490 19,195 

     Race         

Asian 37.00% 6.82% 1.13% 6.87% 

Black 76.14% 53.93% 75.78% 41.58% 

Hispanic 1.85% 8.44% 2.33% 16.35% 

Mixed 1.43% 1.09% 2.13% 1.15% 

American Indian  5.55% 4.79% 6.40% 3.38% 

Unknown 0.42% 0.58% 0.36% 0.97% 

White 14.24% 24.35% 11.87% 29.71% 

n 2,163 36,677 2,486 19,195 

Citizenship Status         

Non-citizen 3.51% 26.16% 3.69% 27.23% 

US Citizen 96.49% 73.84% 96.31% 72.77% 

n 2,164 36,667 2,490 19,189 

Years of Education         

8 years or less 7.17% 21.19% 7.04% 23.45% 

8 to 12 years 84.60% 68.08% 86.65% 66.64% 

More than 12 years 8.23% 10.73% 6.32% 9.91% 

n 2,163 36,672 2,486 19,190 

Family Size         

1 Member 5.27% 7.34% 5.79% 11.50% 

2 Members 26.44% 26.48% 29.53% 37.70% 

3 Members 28.02% 23.22% 26.43% 24.95% 

4 Members 19.79% 17.22% 18.91% 14.10% 

5 or More Members 20.48% 25.73% 19.35% 11.75% 

n 2,163 36,682 2,486 19,196 

Means         

Mean Family Size 3.24 3.28 3.16 2.77 

Mean Age 29.91 33.45 29.67 31.49 

Mean Year of Education 11.01 9.76 10.97 9.46 

     * Households that first appeared enrolled in Food Support in January of 2004 and January 

of 2006 are included.  
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 Appendix C: Maps 
 

Figure 1: 2006 First-Time Shelter and Foreclosure Maps 
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Figure 2: 2010 First-Time Shelter and Foreclosure Maps 
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Figure 3: Neighborhoods of Families Entering Food Stamps in 2006 and 2010 
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Appendix D: Variable Explanation 
 

Table 1: Explanation of Variables 

Name Meaning 

Emergency Assistance The number of times EA was accessed. 

Food Support The number of times Food Support payments were made. 

Medical Assistance The number of times MA was accessed. 

Social Security and Retirement, Measures the number of times SSI or RSDI was accessed. 

Survivors, and Disability Income   

Minnesota Family Investment The number of times MFIP was accessed. 

Program   

Mental Health Inpatient The number of times there was a mental health inpatient visit. 

Mental Health Outpatient The number of times there was a mental health outpatient visit. 

Chemical Dependency Outpatient The number of times there was a chemical dependency inpatient visit. 

Chemical Dependency Inpatient The number of times there was a chemical dependency outpatient visit. 

Earned Income The number of times each family reported they had earned income. 

Unearned Income The number of times each family reported they had unearned income. 

Personal Care Assistance The number of times PCA was accessed. 

General Assistance Medical Care The number of times GAMC was accessed. 

Self-Employment The number of times each family reported self-employment income. 
 

*All variables are per family in the last 1 or 4 years. 
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Appendix E: Cox Hazard Model for entering to shelters 2004-

2006 and 2008-2010 with neighborhoods 

 

 
 

 

Determinant

Demographics

African American 1.764 (0.138) *** 0.203 (9.93) *** -2.488 **

Asian 0.112 (0.047) *** 0.115 (-3.19) *** -2.620 ***

Latin-American 0.771 (0.177) 0.222 (0.33) -1.072

Native American 1.632 (0.211) *** 0.278 (3.07) *** -0.103

Head household age below 21 1.343 (0.115) *** 0.107 (2.24) ** 0.777

Head household Female 1.035 (0.11) 0.110 (0.64) -0.210

Head household finished high school 0.885 (0.054) ** 0.074 (1.87) * -2.742 ***

Kids under 2 years 0.946 (0.049) 0.070 (-0.62) -0.115

Family size 1.109 (0.018) *** 0.023 (0.46) 3.443 ***

Age Head of the Household 0.977 (0.004) *** 0.005 (-6.07) *** 1.171

Time variant 

Disabilities 0.960 (0.012) *** 0.016 (-4.44) *** 1.732

Emergency Assistance (1 year) 0.937 (0.063) * 0.109 (10.29) *** -7.549 ***

Medical Assistance (1 year) 0.993 (0.009) 0.010 (-1.09) 0.267

Food Stamps money 1.001 (0.01) 0.011 (-1.99) ** 1.564 **

Earned income (1 year) 0.920 (0.014) *** 0.017 (-3.68) *** -0.625

Earned income (4 years) 1.002 (0.006) 0.009 (-3.4) *** 3.110 ***

Mental Health inpatient (1 year) 1.311 (0.137) ** 0.202 (1.78) * -0.017

Chemical dependency outpatient (1 year) 1.056 (0.028) * 0.036 (2.68) *** -0.782

Chemical dependency outpatient (4 years) 1.037 (0.01) *** 0.014 (0.7) 1.587

MFIP (1 year) 1.056 (0.01) *** 0.012 (7.47) *** -1.938 *

Neighborhood conditions

Nearnorth 1.250 (0.117) ** 1.400 (0.141) *** -0.826

Central 3.173 (0.275) *** 4.207 (0.344) *** -2.374 **

Longfellow 0.581 (0.157) ** 0.711 (0.207) -0.508

Southwest 0.840 (0.219) 0.148 (0.105) *** 2.599 ***

Number of observations 21,060 16,513

Model 1 Model 2 Test of differences


