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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Jockey Club Age-friendly City Project, joined hands with various
stakeholders in the community, aims to develop age-friendly communities through
building momentum in districts. This report describes the baseline and final
assessments conducted in the Eastern District. The objective of the assessments was to
understand the Eastern District’s age-friendliness and sense of community. The
assessments consisted of a quantitative (questionnaire) and a qualitative study (focus
groups) study. A total of 591 participants completed the baseline assessment and 569
completed the final assessment. Participants were from the four sub-district
communities, including (1) North Point and Quarry Bay (NQ); (2) Tai Koo (TK); (3)
Shau Kei Wan (SKW); and (4) Heng Fa Chuen and Chai Wan (HC). A total of five
focus groups with the district residents were conducted.

A typical participant was a married woman aged over 65 years who has resided
in the district for over 26 years, was living alone or with a spouse in a privately owned
flat, using elderly centres with decent health, retired with a monthly income of less than
HK$6,000 but remained financially secure. The building in which participants were
living was usually over 30 years old, with an elevator. Yet, around one-quarter of
residents still needed to take the stairs to exit the building. The majority of older adults
in the district expected to remain in place for the next five years. However, should their
health deteriorate, the percentage of older adults with such expectations dropped
considerably. The percentage of definite negative responses (perceived 0% likelihood
of moving into a residential care unit) increased from the baseline to the final
assessment, implying a lower expectation of using residential care services when
encountering health deterioration.

Participants perceived the district to be age-friendly in general, particularly in the
domains of “social participation” and “transportation”. They rated “transportation”
significantly higher between the baseline and final assessment, which was also found
in the sub-district communities of NQ and HC. There was a significantly higher rating
in the domain of “membership” of the sense of community among all four sub-district
communities, as well as a significantly higher rating in the total score of sense of
community in the sub-district HC. Moreover, the older the participants were, the more
likely they perceived a stronger sense of community and age-friendliness in the district.

Focus group participants listed several improvements in the domain of age-
friendliness. Some agreed that there were improvements in “outdoor spaces & buildings”
over the past four years (e.g., better hygiene in public toilets, installing barrier-free
facilities and benches around the district). An additional bus route to Tung Wah Eastern
Hospital allowed residents in Chai Wan to directly access medical services. Bus driver
attitudes were also reported as nicer and more responsible. Participants appreciated
sufficient and wide-ranging social activities as well as opportunities to volunteer within
the district. They also found increasing respect towards older adults in the community.
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Moreover, due to the outbreak of the COVID-19 pandemic, elderly centres provided
more training workshops in new information technology, enabling older adults in the
district to use new techniques to stay in touch with others and the community during
lockdown. Nevertheless, participants also drew attention to some concerns with age-
friendliness in the district, including the availability of public toilets, lengthy planning
and construction time for district facilities, priority in public housing allocation, lack of
job opportunities for older adults, a diminishing platform to express their views to the
Government and insufficient supply of subsidised nursing homes.

Results from this final assessment report suggested a reasonably high and
improved sense of community and perceived age-friendliness among residents in the
district. Future efforts to make the Eastern District more age-friendly could target
specific areas for improvement based on the eight domains outlined by the World
Health Organization’s Age-friendly City Framework.
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2 INTRODUCTION
2.1 Project Background

Hong Kong is undergoing rapid population ageing. The population of those aged
65 years or above is projected to increase from 18% of the total population in 2019 to
31% by 2039 and 35% by 2069*. This means that by 2069, one in three people in Hong
Kong will be an older adult. Population ageing is accompanied by a shrinking labour
force and a growing dependency ratio. Defined as the number of persons aged under 15
years and 65 years and over per 1,000 persons aged 15-64, the dependency ratio is
projected to rise from 441 in 2019 to 853 in 2069, excluding foreign domestic helpers?.
These demographic changes carry significant implications for the demand and costs of
public services. Therefore, building an age-friendly city will help meet the needs of
older adults, enabling them to live active, independent and good-quality lives in the
community. An age-friendly city would also facilitate the development of Hong Kong
as a better society.

The Sau Po Centre on Ageing of The University of Hong Kong (“HKU?”) received
a donation from The Hong Kong Jockey Club Charities Trust in 2017 to conduct the
Jockey Club Age-friendly City Project (“JCAFC Project”) in the Eastern, Southern and
Wong Tai Sin Districts. In all three districts, the study has been implemented in two
phases: March 2017 to September 2017 (Phase 1); October 2017 to December 2020
(Phase 2). However, due to the outbreak of COVID-19 in January 2020, most elderly
centres in Hong Kong were temporally closed and their programmes suspended.
Therefore, the project period for Phase 2 has been extended to December 2021. Phase
1 of the project consisted of three parts. The first and second parts entailed the baseline
assessment of district age-friendliness using questionnaires and focus groups. Focus
groups with district residents aimed to gain in-depth understanding of their views on
age-friendliness in their communities. A baseline report of district-based
recommendations and implementation proposals was generated based on these findings.
The third part entailed construction of an “Age-friendly City Ambassador Programme”
in the districts to familiarise the ambassadors with the knowledge and methods for
building an age-friendly community. Phase 2 of the project entailed collaboration with
key district stakeholders and provision of professional support from the HKU team to
develop, implement and evaluate district-based age-friendly city projects for enhancing
district age-friendliness.

Between January and August 2021, the Sau Po Centre on Ageing conducted the
final assessment of the Jockey Club Age-friendly City Project for the Eastern, Southern
and Wong Tai Sin Districts. It aimed to examine the 4-year change in perceived district
age-friendliness between the baseline and final assessment. Similarly, the final
assessment used a questionnaire and focus group design to understand change in district
age-friendliness.
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This report presents the baseline and final assessment findings. The objective of
this final assessment report is to understand the 4-year change and current needs of the
Eastern District in preparation to become more age-friendly.

2.2 District Characteristics

The Eastern District is diverse, with commercial buildings and residential areas.
With an area of 1,800 hectares?, it comprises 33 constituency areas that can be
categorised into four meaningful sub-district communities, namely (1) North Point and
Quarry Bay (NQ); (2) Tai Koo (TK); (3) Shau Kei Wan (SKW); and (4) Heng Fa Chuen
and Chai Wan (HC).

According to the Hong Kong Census and Statistics Department®, the population
of the Eastern District is approximately 537,900, around 7.3% of the total population
of Hong Kong, making it the fourth densest district in the city. The proportion of the
older adult population aged 65 years or above is 18.7% of the total district population.
The district ranks second among Hong Kong’s districts in its percentage of older adults,
higher than the Hong Kong average of 17.7%.

Table 1 shows the domestic household characteristics of the Eastern District.
According to the Population and Household Statistics Analysed by District Council
District 20203, the total number of domestic households in the Eastern District was
191,300, while the average household size was 2.8. Approximately 61.2% (n=329,195)
of the district’s residents participated in the labour force. The median monthly domestic
household income was HK$29,830%.

Table 1 Domestic household characteristics of the Eastern District in 2020

Total number of domestic households 191,300
Average household size 2.8

Type of housing, Private Permanent Housing (2016)* 64.4%
Median monthly domestic household income (2016)* HK$29,830
Median monthly domestic household rent (2016)* HK$3,000
Median monthly domestic household mortgage and loan HK$11,500
repayment (2016)*

Type of housing in the Eastern District is mixed, with 64.4% of residents living
in private permanent housing®. There are also 17 public rented housing and 24 home
ownership scheme estates®. Accounting for all housing types, the median monthly
domestic household rent was HK$3,000 and HK$11,500 for mortgage payment and
loan repayment. Regarding the provision of elderly centres and health care services, the
district has a total of 16 elderly centres: four district elderly community centres
(“DECCs”)® and 12 neighbourhood elderly centres (“NECs”)’, one public hospital®,
five general out-patient clinics® and one elderly health care centre?®,
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Overall, the Eastern District has reasonably good services and facilities for
residents. For medical provision, the Pamela Youde Nethersole Eastern Hospital under
the Hong Kong Hospital Authority’s East cluster is the major hospital serving residents
in the Eastern District. The well-established transportation network in the district,
including MTR, buses, trams and minibuses, has made it convenient for residents to
commute. The district also contains sports grounds, large shopping arcades, youth
development centres and recreational facilities, fulfilling residents’ different needs.

2.3 Previous Age-friendly City Work in the District

The District Council, non-governmental organisations (“NGOs”), the
commercial sector and local older adult residents in the Eastern District have made
concerted efforts to promote the age-friendly city concept and improve the community
environment in response to changing needs of older adult residents. The following sets
out several of these initiatives.

The Eastern District participated in the " fEE & FHBEE L ZE | “Age-
Friendly Hong Kong” project led by The Hong Kong Council of Social Service
(HKCSS) since 2012, Under the HK Electric Centenary Trust’s encouragement of
lifelong learning and volunteerism among the local retired population, and the
promotion of the age-friendly city concept by the HKCSS, a concern group " &E
EEERZHIER L | 1 (translated as the “Concern Group for Elderly Friendly
Community in the Eastern District” or “The Concern Group”) was formed by four
DECCs and around 20 older adult residents in the Eastern District in November 2013.
Since its inception, The Concern Group has met regularly to discuss items pertinent to
the district’s age-friendliness. They reviewed the district environment, hygiene,
facilities, bus and tram services and arranged eight sessions to collect opinions directly
from residents. The Concern Group used the collected data to write several position
papers and regularly met with members of the District Council to reflect their views
and proposed suggestions to the Eastern District Council. To reflect the district’s
concerns, the Concern Group also sent letters to public transportation service providers
(e.g., Citybus) to request development of age-friendly transportation facilities and the
Food and Environmental Hygiene Department to request development of community
environments.

The Eastern District Council also actively promotes the age-friendly city concept
in the community. The Culture, Leisure, Community Building and Services Committee
(CLCBSC) of the Eastern District Council has been the designated platform for
discussing age-friendly city initiatives, including issues related to membership of the
World Health Organization (“WHO”) Global Network of Age-friendly Cities and
Communities and the implementation of district-based programmes. Regular meetings
have been held to which district stakeholders were invited.
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To foster age-friendly momentum in the districts, the Hong Kong Jockey Club
Charities Trust (“the Trust”) provided $1.5 million funding to each district ($500,000
annual funding for three years, 2017-2020) to support NGOs and community
organisations to implement appropriate district-based programmes based on the
findings of the baseline assessment.

In 2017-2018, the Trust funded three district-based programmes, totalling
$500,000. With the support of the Eastern District Council, three programmes were
organised by the Tung Wah Group of Hospitals Fong Shu Chuen District Elderly
Community Centre (“TWGHSs”), Hong Kong Young Women’s Christian Association
Ming Yue District Elderly Community Centre (“YWCA”) and The Hong Kong Society
for the Aged (“SAGE”), namely the “Jockey Club Age-friendly City Project — Age
Friendly in Eastern — Versatile Friendly Project”, “Jockey Club Age-friendly City
Project — Elderly Community Health Project in HK East” and “Jockey Club Age-
friendly City Project — Age-friendly Communication in Eastern Island”. All the
programmes achieved positive results and fostered good momentum in advocating the
age-friendly city concept. Specifically, the programmes addressed five domains in the
WHO Age-friendly Cities Framework: community support and health services, social
participation, civic participation and employment, respect and social inclusion and
communication and information.

In 2018-2019, the Trust awarded $500,000 to four district-based programmes
(July 2019), namely the “Jockey Club Age-friendly City — ‘Zero’ Household Accidents
in Eastern Island”, “Jockey Club Age-friendly City — Age Friendly in Eastern —
Versatile Friendly Project 27, “Jockey Club Age-friendly City — Walk for a better life”
and “Jockey Club Age-friendly City Project — Age-friendly Community Project in HK
East” organised by SAGE, TWGHs, Women’s Welfare Club Western District Hong
Kong Kwan Kai Ming Memorial Chung Hok Elderly Centre (“KKM”) and YWCA,
respectively. The projects aimed to enhance communication and information, housing,
respect and social inclusion, civic participation and employment, community support
and health services, and social participation, which are listed in the eight domains of
the age-friendly city.

In 2019-2020, the Trust awarded $500,000 to four district-based programmes
(October 2019), namely the “Jockey Club Age-friendly City — ‘Zero’ Household
Accidents in Eastern Island 27, “Jockey Club Age-friendly City — Age Friendly in
Eastern — Versatile Friendly Project 37, “Jockey Club Age-friendly City — Walk for a
better life 2” and “Jockey Club Age-friendly City Project — Age-friendly Community
Project in HK East 2” organised by SAGE, TWGHs, KKM and YWCA respectively.
The programmes aimed to reinforce the messages of previous programmes. The
district-based programmes were extended to 2021 due to the outbreak of COVID-19.

For the commercial sector, Hong Kong Electric has organised “CAREnJOY for
the Elderly” since 20153, which has been supported by all four District Councils on
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Hong Kong Island, as well as Lamma Island (North) and (South) Rural Committees.
The campaign promotes dementia prevention, shares information on electrical safety,
new services and benefits for older adults through home visits and district-based talks,
as well as encouraging older adults to seek help when needed.

NGOs in the Eastern District also actively initiate and implement several
programmes and projects to enhance the district’s age-friendliness. These include the
FERAEAPHR ) (“Joyful Path to Golden Age”), and the " EA I [E (TR
=], (“Innovative and Healthy Lifestyle as VVolunteer) organised by the Hong Kong
Young Women’s Christian Association (YWCA) with the support of the HSBC
Community Partnership Programme — 2018 & 2019 Bringing People Together* %,
These projects aimed to help older adults plan for life after retirement through better
physical and mental health to reduce social care costs. Also, these projects focused on
continuous learning to maintain physical and psychological health, which can help

retirees adapt to social changes, enhance their resilience and discover new talents.

Similarly, TWGHSs have organised various intergenerational programmes for
older residents in the Eastern District. These programmes aim to empower local senior
volunteers to strengthen the community by reducing ageist stereotypes through
developing relationships between diverse age groups. With the support of Opportunities
for the Elderly Project launched by the Social Welfare Department, TWGHSs
implemented the programme " Ef2#FHiZE E 77 | (translated as the “Guided Tour
with Older Adults in Shau Kei Wan”) to promote understanding, acceptance and respect
for older adults?®.

The Hong Kong Society for the Aged Eastern District Elderly Community Centre
and Chai Wan District Elderly Community Centre started " Z#ZF44= | FfEiq=5Et
& (translated as the “Safe Home and Happy Home” Home Improvement Assistance
Scheme for Seniors) in 2020 to ensure the safety of older adults at home during the
COVID-19 pandemic. The project supported underprivileged older adults to improve
their living standards by providing home cleaning, pest and flea control and installing
safe household appliances®’.

Overall, it is evident that NGOs, older adult district residents and the District
Council in the Eastern District have been actively pursuing projects and initiatives to
promote the age-friendliness concept and improve the community environment. The
vitality of “bottom-up” approaches is duly noted. Cooperation between NGOs and
district residents plays an important role in facilitating the Eastern District to become
more age-friendly.

3 METHODOLOGY

Over a 4-year period, participants were recruited from the district using
convenience sampling to complete two assessments: the baseline assessment was

10
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conducted between April and July 2017 and the final assessment was conducted
between January and August 2021. The two assessments consisted of a quantitative
(questionnaire) and a qualitative study (focus groups). The questionnaire was
conducted to understand the sense of community and perceptions of the district’s age-
friendliness among residents of four sub-district communities in the Eastern District.
The focus groups were conducted to capture residents’ in-depth opinions of the
district’s age-friendliness, with reference to the eight domains of the age-friendly city
as defined by the World Health Organization. Thus, this report aims to understand the
4-year change of district age-friendliness in the Eastern District.

3.1 Questionnaire
3.1.1 Participants

Participants were residents in the Eastern District aged over 18 years. Exclusion
criteria were as follows: foreign domestic helpers or individuals mentally incapable of
participating in the study. They were recruited from four meaningful sub-district
communities (see Table 2 & Appendix 1). The communities were derived a priori
according to features and characteristics of the district and validated by stakeholders
familiar with the district.

Table 2 Sampling sub-district communities for the Eastern District

Sub-District Communities Constituency Areas
North Point and Quarry Bay Braemar Hill & & (1]
JEr B Eo0m (NQ) Fortress Hill @& 11

City Garden 3 i {CE
Provident f1'E
Fort Street & &=
Kam Ping #55%
Tanner £}5
Healthy Village f& g f
Tai Koo &7 (TK) Tai Koo Shing (East & West) A&tk (3 & 7H)
Lei King Wan fifl=
Mount Parker fHZ2 1]
Quarry Bay fifll #
Nam Fung 52
Kornhill F#t&
Kornhill Garden EFLL]
Hing Tung BEHER
Shau Kei Wan 5 %&& (SKW)  Aldrich Bay EfkF &
Shau Kei Wan &%&&
A Kung Ngam Pa] /=
Sai Wan Ho 7 & m]
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Yiu Tung (Lower & Upper) &5 (K T)

Heng Fa Chuen and Chai Wan  Heng Fa Chuen 574

A

Ef K 428 (HC) Tsui Wan 228

Yan Lam fiXE:

Siu Sai Wan /N5 &
King Yee 5ia
Wan Tsui 2232

Fei Tsui 3532

Hing Man i [2

Lok Hong &2

Tsui Tak 221

Yue Wan Jf&

Kai Hiu {2

In 2017, a total of 591 participants were recruited for the baseline assessment.

The final assessment aimed to recruit a total of 500 participants comprising primarily
older adult residents aged 60 or over, as well as residents aged between 18 and 59 years.
A predetermined sample size corresponding to the population in each sub-district was
set to improve overall representativeness. The study recruited participants from
multiple sources including DECCs, NECs, relevant NGOs, advertisements and
snowball referrals from stakeholders.

3.1.2 Measures

The questionnaire was conducted through face-to-face meetings, via telephone,

online and through self-administration (a small number of cases preferred the latter
mode) to cover the following areas (see Appendix 2):

(i)

(i)

(iii)

Sociodemographic Information

These included participants’ age, gender, marital status, education, living
arrangements, housing type, employment and income. Self-reported health was
captured using an item for assessing subjective health from the SF-12 Health
Survey's,

Community Care

These included caregiving, engagement with elderly centres, use of mobility tools
and ageing-in-place expectations.

Perceived Age-friendliness

Perceived age-friendliness of the district was assessed using 61 items based on a

local adaptation of the WHO Age-friendly Cities Framework and Guidelines.

Participants were asked to rate their perceived age-friendliness of the district and
12
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sub-districts along eight categories, namely 1) outdoor spaces & buildings; 2)
transportation; 3) housing; 4) social participation; 5) respect & social inclusion,
6) civic participation & employment; 7) communication & information; and 8)
community support & health services. These can be further divided into 19 sub-
domains.

(iv) Sense of Community

Sense of community, including needs fulfilment, group membership, influence
and shared emotional connection, were measured using the 8-item Brief Sense of
Community Scale!® 2,

3.1.3 Data Analysis

Descriptive analyses were performed to identify patterns in sociodemographics,
community care, perceived age-friendliness and sense of community across
communities. Independent t-tests were performed to examine the 4-year change
between the baseline and final assessment in the district and its sub-districts in
perceived age-friendliness comprising eight domains and 19 sub-domains and sense of
community comprising four domains.

Further, participants were divided into four age groups: 18-49 years, 50-64 years,
65-79 years and 80 years or over. Linear regression controlling for the sub-districts was
performed to compare perceived age-friendliness and sense of community with the
reference group. Similar linear regressions on perceived age-friendliness and sense of
community were also performed on housing types, adjusting for age and sub-districts
for participants living in public and private housing, as well as sub-district communities,
adjusting for age groups.

3.2 Focus Groups

Five focus groups were conducted comprising four groups of older residents aged
60 years or over and one group of district residents aged between 18 to 59 years. A total
of 36 participants were recruited in the Eastern District, of whom 28 were older
residents and eight were district residents. Participants’ perceptions of the age-
friendliness of the district were solicited following the WHO Age-friendly Cities
Project Methodology-Vancouver Protocol?* procedures. A focus group discussion
guide was compiled (see Appendix 4). Focus groups typically took place in DECCs,
each group comprising six to seven persons and lasting approximately one-and-a-half
to two hours. Two to three age-friendly city domains pertinent to the WHO Age-
friendly Cities Framework were explored in each session. All focus groups were audio-
recorded and transcribed verbatim. The qualitative data from the focus groups were
analysed using thematic analysis.

4 RESULTS

13
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4.1 Questionnaire
4.1.1 Participants’ Characteristics

A total of 591 participants were recruited in 2017 at baseline assessment and 569
participants recruited between January and August 2021 at the final assessment (see
Table 3). Each assessment represented residents in the sub-district communities of NQ,
TK, SKW and HC.

Table 3 Number of survey participants in the four sub-district communities of the
Eastern District

Baseline Final
Sub-District Communities Assessment Assessment

N % N %

North Point and Quarry Bay Jb 4 kil #0F (NQ) 131 222 144 253

Tai Koo K7 (TK) 149 252 157 276
Shau Kei Wan & Z& (SKW) 111 188 94 16.5
Heng Fa Chuen and Chai Wan #{E$] 57 458 (HC) 200 33.8 174  30.6
Total 501 100.0 569 100.0

Participants’ sociodemographic characteristics in the baseline and final
assessment are summarised in Table 4. More than half of the participants in the final
assessment were females (baseline: 74.8%, final: 74.5%; p=0.915), aged 65-79
(baseline: 44.5%, final: 53.8%; p=0.002) and were married (baseline: 46.9%, final:
53.3%; p=0.030). Most participants were retired with a significant difference between
both assessments (baseline: 58.7%, final: 72.9%; p<0.000). There were also other
significant differences in participants’ sociodemographic distribution between both
assessments. The distribution by age group significantly varied, with a change in the
percentage from 10.0% to 15.5% in those aged 50-64 (p=0.005) and 30.5% to 17.6%
in those aged 80 or over (p<0.000); indicating fewer old-old participants in the final
assessment. Participants in the final assessment attained significantly higher education
levels than in the baseline assessment, with a change in the percentage from 19.5% to
4.9% in the nil/pre-primary school group (p<0.000), 17.3% to 24.1% in the secondary
school group (F.4-7) (p=0.004) and 17.6% to 23.0% in the bachelor degree or above
group (p=0.022). There were significantly fewer participants living with
children/grandchildren (baseline: 18.3%, final: 13.0%; p=0.013). Significantly more
participants in the final assessment were caregivers for older adults (baseline: 63.3%,
final: 85.5%; p<0.000). More participants in the final assessment self-reported that they
had sufficient money to meet their everyday living expenses (baseline: 57.8%, final:
59.8%; p=0.499). In terms of monthly personal income, there were some significant
differences in two income groups; participants with a monthly personal income
between HK$1 to HK$5,999 decreased significantly in the final assessment (baseline:
50.6%, final: 40.8%; p=0.001) and participants with no monthly personal income
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increased significantly in the final assessment (baseline: 3.7%, final: 7.4%; p=0.006).
Yet, the composition of these two groups in the final assessment was still less than in
the baseline assessment, suggesting that participants in the final assessment had higher
monthly personal income than in the baseline assessment.

Participants’ residence characteristics in the baseline and final assessment are
summarised in Table 5. The average years of residence were significantly longer in the
final assessment than in the baseline assessment (baseline: 26.0, final: 32.9; p<0.000).
The majority of participants lived in privately-owned housing (baseline: 61.6%, final:
72.9%; p<0.000), in a building more than 30 years old (baseline: 53.6%, final: 67.1%;
p<0.000) and in a building with an elevator (baseline: 95.8%, final: 97.4%; p=0.137)
in both assessments. Around one-quarter of participants lived in a building that required
the use of stairs, with no significant difference between both assessments (baseline:
24.2%, final: 25.1%; p=0.712).

Self-reported health status, social participation and use of community services in
the baseline and final assessment are presented in Table 6. There was no statistical
difference in average self-rated health (p=0.582), but significantly fewer participants
used assistive devices, such as a cane, walker or wheelchair, in the final assessment
than in the baseline assessment (baseline: 24.7%, final: 13.9%; p<0.000). In terms of
the sub-district differences, there was a significant reduction in the use of assistive
devices among our sample in the final assessment in TK (baseline: 19.5%, final: 9.6%;
p=0.014), SKW (baseline: 31.5%, final: 13.8%; p=0.003) and HC (baseline: 33.0%,
final: 23.6%; p=0.044) than in the baseline assessment. There were also significantly
fewer participants who took part in volunteer work (baseline: 47.0%, final: 36.4%);
p<0.000) and were users of elderly centres (baseline: 86.2%, final: 65.0%; p<0.000) in
the final assessment than in the baseline assessment.

Participants’ ageing-in-place intentions in five years in the baseline and final
assessment are summarised in Table 7. Comparing results in both assessments, when
asked whether they expected to move into a residential care home in the next five years
if their health remains the same, the definite negative response changed from 77.4% to
79.1%. The percentage of participants’ rating of more than a 50% chance also decreased
from 12.3% in the baseline assessment to 10.5% in the final assessment. There was a
similar pattern in all the sub-districts, except for NQ (10.6% to 11.1%) and HC (8.4%
t0 9.2%).

In addition, the percentage of participants who asserted absolutely no chance of
moving into a residential care home in five years if their health worsens changed from
29.1% to 37.4%. Participants who rated themselves with more than a 50% chance
changed from 50.0% to 41.6%. Likewise, there were similar distributions of
participants’ responses if their health worsens in all sub-districts.
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Table 4 Sociodemographic characteristics of questionnaire participants

Total NQ TK SKW HC

Baseline Final Baseline Final Baseline Final Baseline Final Baseline Final

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
Gender
Male 149 252 145 255 41 313 31 215 37 248 49 312 25 225 25 266 46 23.0 40 230
Female 442 748 424 745 90 687 113 785 112 752 108 688 86 775 69 734 154 770 134 77.0
Age Group
18-49 years 89 151 75 132 15 115 22 153 29 195 16 102 17 153 14 149 28 140 23 132
50-64 years 59 100 88 155 20 153 18 125 17 114 37 236 9 81 10 106 13 65 23 132
65-79 years 263 445 306 538 71 542 84 583 66 443 94 599 51 459 48 511 75 375 80 46.0
=80 years 180 305 100 176 25 191 20 139 37 248 10 64 34 306 22 234 84 420 48 276
Marital Status
Never married 89 151 99 174 18 137 30 208 24 161 28 178 18 162 21 223 29 145 20 115
Married 277 469 303 533 66 504 69 479 82 550 95 605 41 369 44 468 88 440 95 546
Widowed 197 333 134 236 37 282 31 215 36 242 26 166 46 141 27 287 78 390 50 287
Divorced/separated 28 47 33 58 10 77 14 97 7 4.7 8 5.1 6 5.4 2 2.1 5 2.5 9 5.1
Education
Nil/pre-primary 115 195 28 49 8 61 2 14 17 114 4 25 23 207 5 53 67 335 17 98
Primary 128 217 122 214 24 183 21 146 29 195 26 166 23 207 30 319 52 260 45 259
Secondary (F.1-3) 87 147 104 183 20 153 23 160 25 168 23 146 15 135 14 149 27 135 44 253
Secondary (F.4-7) 102 173 137 241 32 244 3B 243 32 215 51 325 19 171 18 191 19 9.5 33 19.0
Diploma a7 8.0 39 6.9 14 107 13 9.0 9 6.0 10 6.4 13 117 7 7.4 11 55 9 5.2
Associate degree 8 1.4 8 1.4 1 0.8 1 0.7 2 1.3 3 1.9 3 2.7 1 1.1 2 1.0 3 1.7

Bachelor degree or above 104 176 131 230 32 244 49 340 35 235 40 255 15 135 19 202 22 110 23 132
Employment Status

Working 109 185 101 178 20 155 29 201 35 235 25 159 18 162 17 181 36 181 30 17.2
Unemployed 9 1.5 9 1.6 3 2.3 2 1.4 2 1.3 4 25 2 1.8 1 1.1 2 1.0 2 1.1
Retired 345 587 415 729 87 674 104 722 87 584 115 732 68 613 69 734 103 518 127 73.0

Homemaker 116 197 41 72 17 132 8 56 22 148 12 76 21 189 7 74 56 281 14 80
Student 9 15 2 0.4 2 1.6 1 0.7 3 2.0 1 0.6 2 1.8 0 0.0 2 1.0 0 0.0
Other 0 0.0 1 0.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.6
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Total NQ TK SKW HC
Baseline Final Baseline Final Baseline Final Baseline Final Baseline Final
n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
Living Arrangements
Living alone 146 247 141 248 28 214 38 264 26 174 29 185 35 315 32 340 57 286 42 241
With spouse only 132 224 151 265 31 237 37 257 36 242 57 363 22 198 18 191 43 216 39 224

rsni?r‘]’g‘;f‘omerfam”y 121 205 123 216 30 229 25 174 41 275 33 210 17 153 20 213 33 166 45 259

With children/grandchildren 108 183 74 130 22 168 16 111 23 154 19 121 20 180 12 128 43 216 27 155
With other family members 74 125 71 125 17 130 24 167 21 141 16 102 14 126 11 117 22 111 20 115
With others 9 i85 9 1.6 3 2.3 4 2.8 2 1.3 3 1.9 3 2.7 1 1.1 1 0.5 1 0.6

Living with Domestic 61 138 59 104 23 223 23 160 24 195 21 134 5 67 1 11 9 63 14 80

Helper

Participant is a Caregiver 99 168 117 206 23 176 25 174 27 181 36 229 17 153 16 170 32 160 40 230
Older adults 62 633 100 855 18 783 19 760 16 593 32 889 11 647 14 875 17 548 35 875
Finance

Very insufficient 11 19 8 1.4 3 2.3 3 2.1 2 1.3 1 0.6 1 0.9 3 3.2 5 2.5 1 0.6
Insufficient 79 134 51 100 8 61 10 69 11 74 16 102 13 117 13 138 47 236 18 103
Sufficient 341 578 340 598 63 481 79 549 87 584 79 503 74 667 64 681 117 58.6 118 67.8
More than sufficient 141 239 146 257 49 374 46 319 43 289 58 369 22 198 13 138 27 136 29 16.7
Abundant 18 31 18 3.2 8 6.1 6 4.2 6 4.0 3 1.9 1 0.9 1 1.1 3 1.5 8 4.6
Monthly Personal Income

No income 22 37 42 74 10 76 10 6.9 5 34 20 127 2 1.8 4 4.3 5 25 8 4.6
HK$1 to HK$5,999 299 50.6 232 408 47 359 48 333 62 416 52 331 65 586 40 426 125 625 92 529
HK$6,000 to HK$9,999 58 98 74 130 21 160 20 139 13 87 13 83 7 63 17 181 17 85 24 138

HK$10,000 to HK$19,999 82 139 102 180 23 176 27 187 25 168 35 223 14 126 19 202 20 100 21 121
HK$20,000 to HK$29,999 33 56 40 7.0 6 4.6 9 63 11 74 12 77 6 5.4 5 54 10 50 14 80
HK$30,000 to HK$59,999 25 42 36 6.3 8 6.1 14 98 9 60 15 36 3 2.7 0 0.0 5 2.5 7 4.0
>HK$60,000 i~ 19 11 19 6~ 46" 6 42 3 200 3 19 1~ 090 1 11 1~ 050 1 0.6
~Baseline figures were revised after error correction.
Outcomes with significant changes are marked in bold. Comparisons are based on means between the baseline and final assessment population.
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Table 5 Residence characteristics

Total NQ TK SKW HC

Baseline Final Baseline Final Baseline Final Baseline Final Baseline Final

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
(Rrgzgjn‘fnscg)\( cars 260 142 329 171 290 153 355 17.9 242 110 316 163 257 166 342 185 256 140 311 16.3
Housing N (%)
Public rental 185 31.3 109 19.2 2 1.5 1 0.7 23 154 7 4.5 40 360 22 234 120 600 79 454
Private, rental 23 3.9 44 1.7 8 6.1 20 13.9 5 3.4 10 6.4 5 4.5 8 8.5 5 2.5 6 3.4
Private, owned 364~ 61.6~ 415 729 116~ 885" 123 854 119 799 140 892 56 505 64 681 73 365 88 506
Other 18 3.0 1 0.2 4 3.1 0 0.0 2 1.3 0 00 10 9.0 0 0.0 2 1.0 1 0.6
Age of Building
=10 years 24 4.1 14 2.5 4 3.1 5 35 3 2.0 0 0.0 3 2.7 2 2.1 14 7.0 7 4.0
11-20 years 116 19.7 40 7.0 6 4.6 7 4.9 26 174 7 4.5 43 387 14 149 41 206 12 6.9
21-30 years 134 227 133 234 18 13.7 11 7.6 37 248 33 210 27 243 27 287 52 261 62 356
= 31 years 316 536 382 671 103 786 121 84.0 83 557 117 745 38 342 51 543 92 462 93 534
Building
Environment
With elevator 566 95.8 554 974 127 969 142 98,6 146 980 156 994 94 847 83 883 199 995 173 994
Need to take stairs 143 242 143 251 43 32.8 49 340 34 228 44 280 34 306 28 298 32 160 22 126

"Baseline figures were revised after error correction.
Outcomes with significant changes are marked in bold. Comparisons are based on means between the baseline and final assessment population.
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Table 6 Health, social participation and use of community services

Total NQ TK SKW HC

Baseline Final Baseline Final Baseline Final Baseline Final Baseline Final

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
Self-rated Health
Excellent 25 4.2 28 4.9 6 4.6 13 9.0 3 2.0 9 5.7 5 4.5 1 11 11 515 5 2.9
Very good 112 190 105 185 30 229 36 250 25 168 25 159 14 126 11 117 43 215 33 19.0
Good 160 271 141 248 31 237 28 194 52 349 44 280 37 333 29 309 40 200 40 230
Fair 245 415 257 452 56 42.7 58 40.3 60 40.3 71 452 41 369 51 54.3 88 440 77 443
Poor 49 8.3 38 6.7 8 6.1 9 6.3 9 6.0 8 5.1 14 126 2 2.1 18 9.0 19 109

Mean score (mean, SD) 33 10 33 10 32 10 31 11 33 09 33 10 34 10 35 08 33 11 34 10

‘[’)\;‘yi‘ée"fthAss'S“"e 146 247 79 139 16 122 10 69 29 195 15 96 35 315 13 138 66 330 41 236

\C’gm:‘;ee””E'de”y 278 470 207 364 85 649 46 319 68 456 59 376 54 486 35 372 71 355 67 385

User of Elderly Centret 406 86.2 299 650 101 953 77 658 92 836 90 714 79 888 40 526 134 80.7 92 65.2
*Cane, walker or wheelchair
tApplicable only to participants aged 60 years or over
Outcomes with significant changes are marked in bold. Comparisons are based on means between the baseline and final assessment population.
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Table 7 Residential care service use expectation in five yearst

Total NQ TK SKW HC

Baseline Final Baseline Final Baseline Final Baseline Final Baseline Final

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
If Health Remains the
Same
0% 364 774 364 791 84 800 94 803 80 727 9 748 67 753 60 789 133 80.1 115 821
10% 16 34 23 5.0 4 3.8 5 4.3 2 1.8 8 6.3 2 2.2 4 5.3 8 4.8 6 4.3
20% 11 2.3 14 3.0 2 1.9 2 1.7 3 2.7 6 4.7 4 4.5 2 2.6 2 1.2 4 2.9
30% 16 34 7 15 2 1.9 1 0.9 6 5.5 2 1.6 2 2.2 2 2.6 6 3.6 2 1.4
40% 6 1.3 4 0.9 2 1.9 2 1.7 2 1.8 2 1.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 1.2 0 0.0
50% 28 6.0 32 7.0 8 7.6 10 8.5 10 9.1 10 7.9 5 5.6 4 5.3 5 3.0 8 5.7
60% 4 0.9 1 0.2 1 1.0 0 0.0 1 0.9 1 0.8 1 11 0 0.0 1 0.6 0 0.0
70% 6 1.3 5 1.1 1 1.0 2 1.7 2 1.8 0 0.0 2 2.2 1 1.3 1 0.6 2 1.4
80% 4 0.9 4 0.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.8 2 2.2 2 2.6 1 0.6 1 0.7
90% 8 1.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.9 0 0.0 3 3.4 0 0.0 4 2.4 0 0.0
100% 7 15 6 1.3 1 1.0 1 0.9 3 2.7 2 1.6 1 1.1 1 1.3 2 1.2 2 1.4
If Health Worsens
0% 136 291 172 374 38 365 53 453 30 275 42 331 19 213 25 329 49 295 52 371
10% 33 7.1 36 7.8 10 9.6 6 5.1 7 6.4 15 11.8 5 5.6 5 6.6 11 6.6 10 7.1
20% 22 47 26 5.7 7 6.7 10 8.5 5 4.6 9 7.1 2 2.2 4 5.3 8 4.8 3 2.1
30% 29 6.2 28 6.1 4 3.8 5 4.3 3 2.8 9 7.1 3 34 2 2.6 19 114 12 8.6
40% 14 3.0 7 15 4 3.8 1 0.9 1 0.9 0 0.0 5 5.6 1 13 4 2.4 5 3.6
50% 115 246 84 183 26 250 19 162 33 303 27 213 20 225 13 171 36 217 25 179
60% 14 3.0 16 35 0 0.0 3 2.6 6 5.5 4 3.1 6 6.7 3 3.9 2 1.2 6 43
70% 27 5.8 17 3.7 4 3.8 6 5.1 6 5.5 5 3.9 10 112 3 3.9 7 4.2 3 2.1
80% 24 5.1 31 6.7 4 3.8 3 2.6 4 3.7 10 7.9 5 5.6 9 118 11 6.6 9 6.4
90% 17 3.6 10 2.2 2 1.9 2 1.7 5 4.6 2 1.6 6 6.7 4 5.3 4 2.4 2 1.4
100% 37 7.9 33 7.2 5 4.8 9 7.7 9 8.3 4 3.1 8 9.0 7 9.2 15 9.0 13 9.3

tApplicable only to participants aged 60 years or over
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4.1.2 Perceived Age-friendliness

Figure 1 and Table 8 present the perceived age-friendliness and its change across
the eight domains and 19 sub-domains in the WHO Age-friendly Cities Framework in
the baseline and final assessment of the Eastern District. The possible responses were
1 (strongly disagree), 2 (disagree), 3 (somewhat disagree), 4 (somewhat agree), 5 (agree)
and 6 (strongly agree).

In general, participants perceived the district to be age-friendly. Among the eight
domains, “transportation” had the highest mean in the final assessment (baseline: 4.3,
final: 4.5), climbing in rank from second to first, followed by “social participation”
(baseline: 4.4, final: 4.4), dropping in rank from first to second. The domains with the
lowest means and ranks in both assessments were “civic participation & employment”
(baseline: 4.0, final: 3.8), moving in rank from sixth to seventh and “‘community support
& health services” (baseline: 3.7, final: 3.8), moving in rank from eighth to seventh.
“Housing” climbed in rank from seventh to sixth (baseline: 3.8, final: 3.9). By
comparing the district means between both assessments, participants gave significantly
higher ratings in just one domain, “transportation” (p<0.000). However, “civic
participation & employment” showed a significant drop in rating (p<0.000).

WHO Domain 1: Outdoor spaces & buildings

Participants perceived no change in age-friendliness in “outdoor spaces &
buildings” (baseline: 4.2, final: 4.2; p=0.340) and the sub-domains of “outdoor spaces”
(baseline: 4.3, final: 4.3; p=0.493) and “buildings” (baseline: 4.1, final: 4.1; p= 0.310).

WHO Domain 2: Transportation

A significantly higher rating in “transportation” was found (baseline: 4.3, final:
4.5; p<0.000). Significantly higher ratings were also observed in the sub-domains of
“specialised services availability” (baseline: 3.9, final: 4.2; p<0.000), “public transport,
comfort to use” (baseline: 4.3, final: 4.4; p=0.006) and “accessibility to public transport”
(baseline: 4.5, final: 4.7; p<0.000).

WHO Domain 3: Housing

There was no significant difference in age-friendliness in “housing” (baseline:
3.8, final: 3.9; p=0.072) or the sub-domains of “affordability & accessibility” (baseline:
3.6, final: 3.7; p=0.100) and “environment” (baseline: 3.9, final: 4.0; p=0.116).

WHO Domain 4: Social participation

Participants perceived no change in age-friendliness in “social participation”
(baseline: 4.4, final: 4.4; p=0.956) or the sub-domains of “facilities & settings”
(baseline: 4.4, final: 4.4; p=0.261) and “social activities” (baseline: 4.3, final: 4.3;
p=0.237).
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WHO Domain 5: Respect & social inclusion

There was no significant difference in age-friendliness in “respect & social
inclusion” (baseline: 4.1, final: 4.1; p=0.871) or the sub-domains of “attitude” (baseline:
4.2, final: 4.2; p=0.595) and “social inclusion opportunities” (baseline: 3.9, final: 4.0;
p=0.615).

WHO Domain 6: Civic participation & employment

Participants gave a significantly lower rating in “civic participation &
employment” (baseline: 4.0, final: 3.8; p<0.000). Among the sub-domains, a
significantly lower rating was observed in “employment” (baseline: 3.9, final: 3.7; p<
0.000).

WHO Domain 7: Communication & information

Participants perceived no significant change in age-friendliness in
“communication & information” (baseline: 4.1, final: 4.1; p=0.361) or the sub-domains
of “information” (baseline: 4.1, final: 4.1; p= 0.587) and “communication & digital
devices” (baseline: 4.0, final: 4.1; p=0.280).

WHO Domain 8: Community support & health services

No significant difference in age-friendliness in “community support & health
services” (baseline: 3.7, final: 3.8; p=0.237) was found or the sub-domains of
“medical/social services” (baseline: 4.1, final:4.1; p=0.099), “emergency support”
(baseline: 3.7, final: 3.6; p=0.238) and “burial service” (baseline: 2.5, final: 2.6; p=
1.745).
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Figure 1 Change and final assessment means on perceived age-friendliness by district and sub-district communities
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Table 8 Perceived age-friendliness

Total NQ TK SKW HC
Baseline Baseline Final Final Baseline Final Baseline Final Baseline Final Baseline Final
rank Rank

Outdoor spaces & 4.2(0.7) 3 42(08 3  39(07) 41(0.8) 44(07) 43(06) 4.1(0.6) 40(09) 42(0.8) 43(0.8)

buildings

Outdoor spaces 43(0.8) 4.3 (0.8) 39(0.8) 42(09) 45(0.8) 45(07) 43(0.7) 41(10) 44(0.8) 4.4(0.8)
Buildings 4.1(0.8) 4.1(0.9) 39(08) 41(09) 43°(07) 42(07) 39(07) 39(0.9) 40(0.9) 4.1(L0)
Transportation 43 (0.6) 2 45(07) 1 44(06) 46(0.7) 44(06) 44(07) 44°(05) 44(0.7) 43(0.7) 45(0.7)
Road safety &

AN 45(0.8) 4.6 (0.8) 44(08) 4.6(0.8) 46(08) 47(07) 46(0.7) 45(09) 45(0.8) 4.7(0.8)
Specialised services N

availbility 3.9 (1.1) 4.2 (1.2) 38(L1) 43(13) 38(L1) 42(L1) 39°(10) 41(1.2) 40(L1) 43(L1)
public ransport, comfort4.3.(0.) 4.4(0.8) 42(08) 44(08) 43(07) 43(08) 43(06) 43(0.9) 42(08) 44(08)
nge';;gﬁ?&p"”' 45(0.7) 47(0.7) 46(07) 48(07) 46(06) 46(07) 46(06) 47(0.7) 4408 47(08)
Housing _ 3.8 (1.0) 7 39(1.0) 6  36(09) 37(1L.0) 38(09) 39(09) 38(L0) 38(L1) 39(10) &41(L0)
Q;fg:srgu?ﬁ”t@y & 3.6 (1.1) 3.7 (1.1) 32(1.1) 35(11) 35(11) 37(1.0) 38(12) 37(12) 38(L1) 40(1L1)
Environment 3.9 (1.0) 4.0 (1.0) 39(10) 40(L1) 40(09) 41(09) 39(1.0) 38(L3) 39(1.0) 42(L0)
Social participation 4.4 (0.8) 1 44(09) 2 44(0.7) 43(L.0) 43(08) 44(0.7) 43(0.7) 42(10) 43(0.8 45(0.9)
Facilities & settings 4.4(0.8) 4.4 (0.9) 45(08) 44(1.0) 44(08) 44(08) 44(0.7) 42(1.0) 45(0.8) 45(0.9)
Social activities 4.3(0.8) 4.3 (0.9) 44(08) 43(1.0) 42(08) 43(07) 43(0.7) 43(10) 42(0.9) 4.4(0.9)
f;fjﬂ;cgn& social 4.1(0.8) 4 41(09) 4  41(09) 41(1.0) 41(08) 40(08) 41(0.8) 40(08) 41(08) 42(0.9)
Attitude 42 (0.8) 4.2 (0.9) 42(09) 42(1.0) 42(08) 41(08) 42(0.8) 41(0.8) 42(0.8) 4.3(0.9)
Social inclusion 3.9 (1.0) 4.0 (1.1) 39(1.1) 39(12) 39(L1) 39(1.0) 38(09 39(L1) 40(1.0) 4.0(L1)

opportunities
Civic participation &

40(09) 6 38(09) 7  40(10) 38(1.0) 4.0(0.8) 3.8(09 40(0.8) 37(0.9) 40(08) 3.9(0.9)

employment
Civic participation 4.3 (1.0) 4.2 (1.1) 44(11) 42312 42310 42311 43(0.9 43(11) 430 43(11)
Employment 3.9 (0.9) 3.7 (1.0) 38(11) 37(1.0) 4.0(.9 36(0.9 40(0.9 35(1.0) 39(.9 3.8(0.9)
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Total NQ TK SKW HC
Baseline Bieseiling Final ] Baseline Final Baseline Final Baseline Final Baseline Final
rank Rank
Communication & 4.1n n
i formation 08) 4 4.1 (0.9) 4 41(0.8) 4.2(09) 41(.7) 40(08) 39(0.8 40(08) 41(0.8) 4.2(0.8)
Information 4.1 (0.9) 4.1 (0.9) 42(09) 42(10) 41(.8 4009 40(0.9 4009 41(0.8) 4.3(0.8)
Communication & digital ¢ 1 g 4.1(1.0) 41(09) 41(1.0) 4.0(09 40(1.0) 39(1.0) 4.0(L0) 3.9(1.0) 4.1(1L.0)

devices

Community support &
health services

3.7 (0.8) 8 38(09) 7  36(0.8) 38(09) 38(0.8 3.7(08) 38(0.7) 37(0.8) 3.7(0.8) 4.0(0.8)

Medical/social services 4.1 (0.9) 4.1 (0.9) 4009 41(10 4109 4109 42(0.8) 4109 4.0(.9 4.3(0.9)
Emergency support 3.7(1.2) 3.6 (1.3) 36(1.3) 36(14) 37(12 35(12 3612 34(13) 38(12 37(12
Burial service 2.5(1.2) 2.6 (1.3) 22(11) 2714 2712 23(11) 23(10) 24(13) 26(1.2) 29(1.3)

~Baseline figures were revised after error correction.

All reported numbers are mean (SD)

The possible responses were: 1 (strongly disagree), 2 (disagree), 3 (somewhat disagree), 4 (somewhat agree), 5 (agree) and 6 (strongly agree).
Outcomes with significant changes are marked in bold. Comparisons are based on means between the baseline and final assessment population.
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4.1.3 Sense of Community

Sense of community in the Eastern District is shown in Table 9. The possible
range of each sub-item score is between 2 and 10 and the total score is between 8 and
40. A higher score means a higher sense of community. Participants gave higher ratings
in the overall sense of community (baseline: 29.4, final: 29.6, p=0.332). “Membership”
had the highest mean in both assessments and was given a significantly higher rating in
the final assessment (baseline: 7.8, final: 8.0; p=0.007).

Among the four sub-district communities, the total score of sense of community
ranged from 29.0 (SKW) to 29.7 (TK) in the baseline assessment and from 29.0 (TK)
to 30.5 (HC) in the final assessment. Participants gave significantly higher ratings in
the overall sense of community in HC (baseline: 29.2, final: 30.5; p=0.009). They also
gave significantly higher ratings in the sub-domains of “membership” (baseline: 7.7,
final: 8.2; p=0.001) and “emotional connection” in HC (baseline: 7.4, final: 7.9;
p=0.001). However, participants gave significantly lower ratings in the sub-domain of
“needs fulfilment” in TK (baseline: 7.5, final: 7.1; p=0.004).
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Table 9 Sense of community

Total NQ TK SKW HC
Baseline Final Baseline Final Baseline Final Baseline Final Baseline Final
Needs fulfilment 7.3 (1.4) 7.2 (1.5) 7.5(1.3) 7.3 (1.6) 7.5(1.3) 7.1(1.5) 7.1(1.4) 7.2 (1.6) 7.2 (1.5) 7.3 (1.4)
Membership 7.8 (1.3) 8.0 (1.3) 7.9 (1.0) 7.9 (1.4) 7.9 (1.3) 79(1.2) 7.7(1.3) 7.9 (1.4) 7.7 (1.4) 8.2 (1.3)
Influence 6.8 (1.4) 6.8 (1.5) 6.7 (1.4) 6.7 (1.6) 6.9 (1.4) 6.7 (1.3) 6.8 (1.3) 6.6 (1.5) 6.9 (1.4) 7.1(1.5)
Emotional connection 7.4 (1.3) 7.6 (1.4) 75(1.2) 7.5(1.5) 7.4 (1.3) 7.3(1.2) 7.4 (1.3) 7.4 (1.4) 7.4 (1.4) 7.9 (1.4)
Total score 29.4 (4.3) 29.6 (4.6) 29.6 (3.9) 29.4 (5.1) 29.7 (4.2) 29.0 (4.0) 29.0 (4.2) 29.1 (4.5) 29.2 (4.6) 30.5 (4.7)

All reported numbers are mean (SD)
The possible responses were: 1 (strongly disagree), 2 (disagree), 3 (somewhat disagree), 4 (somewhat agree), 5 (agree), and 6 (strongly agree).
Outcomes with significant changes are marked in bold. Comparisons are based on means between the baseline and final assessment population.
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4.1.4 Age Group Comparison

Table 10 shows the linear regression analysis to test the effect of age group on
perceived age-friendliness and sense of community after adjusting for sub-district
communities for both assessments. Participants were divided into four age groups for
analysis, those aged between 18 to 49 years, 50 to 64 years, 65 to 79 years and 80 years
or over, where age group 18 to 49 years was taken as the reference group. Results
showed that participants aged 65 or over perceived significantly higher age-friendliness
than the 18 to 49 age group for both the baseline and final assessment. For the age group
65 to 79 years in the final assessment, each level of increase in age group predicted an
increase from 0.26 to 0.80 in the eight domains. Such differences were more significant
in the age group 80 years or over, with each level of increase in age group predicting
an increase from 0.35 to 0.89 across the eight domains. In terms of the total score of
sense of community in the final assessment, each level of increase in age group
predicted a 2.50 to 4.02 point increase.

Table 10 Age-group comparison using linear regression analysis

Baseline Final
Coefficientf Coefficientt
50 to 65 to 80 or 50 to 65 to 80 or
64 79 above 64 79 above
Perceived Age-
friendliness
Outdoor spaces & 001F 031% 0554 012 028%* 0.59%
buildings
Outdoor spaces 0.000 0.34** 0.63** 0.13 0.30** 0.63**
Buildings -0.02n  0.29** 0.47**  0.10 0.26*  0.56**
Transportation -0.06" 0.45** 0.59** 0.12 0.44** 0.65**
Road safety &

: -0.02"  0.29** 043** 0.22 0.37** 0.59**
maintenance

Specialised services
availability

Public transport,
comfort to use
Public transport,

0.04* 0.43** 043*> 035 0.59** 0.67**

0.03* 0.49** 0.71** 0.28* 0.46** 0.72**

-0.17 0.50** 0.61** 0.00 0.38** 0.59**

accessibility

Housing 0.12 0.59** 0.86** 0.33* 0.57** 0.75**
Affordability & 0050 0.60%* 0.81** 027 047 0.60%*
accessibility

Environment 0.28 0.59** 0.90** 0.39* 0.67** 0.89**
Social participation 0.07~r  0.72** 0.72**  0.22 0.57** 0.77**
Facilities & settings 0.13 0.70** 0.72** 0.21 0.55** 0.76**
Social activities 001 0.73** 0.73** 0.22 0.59** 0.78**
Respect & social 0.05% 0.67*% 0.64** 009 041** 0.64**
inclusion

Attitude -0.03* 0.64** 0.64** 0.10 0.42** 0.71**
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Baseline Final
Coefficientf Coefficientf
50 to 65 to 80 or 50 to 65 to 80 or
64 79 above 64 79 above

Social inclusion
opportunities
Civic participation &

-0.08~  0.73** 0.65** 0.08 0.39** 0.49**

0.31* 0.78** 0.84** 0.21 0.48** 0.62**

employment
Civic participation 0.27 0.90** 0.82** 0.35* 0.80** 0.87**
Employment 0.33* 0.74** 0.84** 0.16 0.37** 0.54**
Communication & 018 067 057*% 019 044** (.49%*
information
Information 0.45 0.68** 0.57** 0.18 0.47** 0.56**

Communication &
digital devices

Community support 0.04 037** 055** 018 0.40** 0.59**
& health services

Medical/social services 0.03~ 0.40** 0.52** 0.18 0.46** 0.65**

0.45* 0.65** 0.59** 022 0.37** 0.35*

Emergency support 0.05 0.59** 0.89** 0.23 0.56** 0.68**
Burial service 0.02 -0.04" 0.19 0.11 -0.01 0.26
Sense of community

Needs fulfilment 0.29 0.76** 0.82** -0.25 0.11 0.39
Membership 0.55**" 1.08** 1.06** 0.49* 0.92** 1.23**
Influence 0.55* 1.01** 0.92** 0.15 0.43* 0.74**
Emotional connection 0.67** 1.27** 141** 0.61** 1.14** 1.67**
Total score 2.13**N  4.11**  4.21** 1.00 2.50** 4.02**

tAge group 18-49 years as the reference group.

Significance levels at *p<0.05 and **p<0.01

A Baseline figures were revised after error correction.

Comparisons are adjusted for the effect of sub-district communities.

4.1.5 Housing Type Comparison

Table 11 shows the linear regression analysis to test the effect of type of housing
on perceived age-friendliness and sense of community after adjusting for age and sub-
district communities for both assessments. For analysis, participants were divided into
two groups, public housing and private housing, where public housing was taken as the
reference group. Results showed that participants living in private housing in the final
assessment had significantly lower scores in "information™ in the “communication &
information” domain, the “community support & health services” domain and its sub-
domain of “medical/social services” than the public housing group in the baseline
assessment. No significant difference in the score of sense of community was found
when comparing the public housing and private housing groups in the final assessment.

Table 11 Housing type comparison using linear regression analysis
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Baseline Final

Coefficient} Coefficient}

Private housing Private housing

Perceived Age-friendliness

Outdoor spaces & buildings 0.06 0.08
Outdoor spaces 0.00" 0.00
Buildings 0.12 0.16

Transportation 0.03 -0.07
Road safety & maintenance -0.04 -0.11
Specialised services availability 0.18 -0.07
Public transport, comfort to use -0.02 -0.11
Public transport, accessibility 0.08 -0.02

Housing -0.12 -0.06
Affordability & accessibility -0.31** -0.22
Environment 0.07 0.11

Social participation -0.08 -0.08
Facilities & settings -0.09 0.02
Social activities -0.06" -0.17

Respect & social inclusion -0.11 -0.10
Attitude -0.10 -0.15
Social inclusion opportunities -0.13 0.00

Civic participation & employment 0.09 -0.20
Civic participation -0.08 -0.14
Employment 0.15 -0.22

Communication & information 0.01 -0.16
Information 0.02 -0.24*
Communication & digital devices -0.01 0.01

Community support & health services -0.04 -0.23*
Medical/social services -0.05" -0.25*
Emergency support -0.20 -0.15
Burial service 0.07 -0.23

Sense of community
Needs fulfilment 0.32* 0.00
Membership 0.22 0.01
Influence 0.05 -0.02
Emotional connection 0.08 -0.11
Total score 0.67 -0.12

tPublic housing as the reference group.

Significance levels at *p<0.05 and **p<0.01

A Baseline figures were revised after error correction.
Comparisons are adjusted for the effect of age groups and sub-district communities.

4.1.6 Sub-District Community Comparison

Table 12 shows the linear regression analysis when comparing sub-district
communities after adjusting for age groups (four groups) for both assessments, where
NQ was taken as the reference group. Results suggested that participants in TK had
higher levels of perceived age-friendliness in “outdoor spaces & buildings” than people
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living in NQ in the final assessment. This differed from the baseline assessment, where
both TK and HC had shown significantly higher scores in that domain. Moreover,
participants in HC had higher levels of perceived age-friendliness in “housing” than
people living in NQ in the final assessment. Participants in TK had lower levels of
perceived age-friendliness in “communication & information” than people living in NQ.

Sub-domain analysis showed that participants in NQ had lower levels of age-
friendliness in “outdoor spaces” compared with residents in TK and HC but higher level
of age-friendliness in “buildings” compared with residents in SKW in the final
assessment. NQ also had higher levels of perceived age-friendliness in “public transport,
accessibility”, “information” and “burial services” compared to residents in TK.

All four districts had a similar level of sense of community in the final assessment
except for higher scores in “influence” and “emotional connection” in HC compared
with NQ, which was not found in the baseline assessment.

Table 12 Sub-district community comparison by linear regression analysis

Baseline Final
Coefficient} Coefficient}
TK SKW HC TK SKW HC

Perceived Age-

friendliness

Outdoor spaces & 042** 016  0.19% 024** 017 0.0
buildings

Outdoor spaces 0.51** 0.35** 0.35** 0.31** -0.10 0.20*
Buildings 0.33**  -0.03 0.02 0.16 -0.24*  -0.01
Transportation 0.01 0.01 -0.12 -0.10 -0.17 -0.06
Road safety &

; 0.13 0.13 0.01 0.08 -0.16 0.03
maintenance

Specialised services
availability

Public transport,
comfort to use
Public transport,

-0.06 0.10 0.09 -0.08 -0.24 -0.02

0.05 0.01 -0.08 -0.13 -0.14 -0.04

-0.04~  -0.08 -0.24** -0.17* -0.16 -0.15

accessibility

Housing 0.18 0.20 0.20 0.16 -0.01  0.29**
Affordability & 0.26* 047** 043** 021 014 0.44*
accessibility

Environment 0.09 -0.08 -0.05 0.12 -0.17 0.14
Social participation -0.08 -0.12 -0.14 0.07 -0.10 0.11
Facilities & settings -0.07 -0.16 -0.11 0.06 -0.15 0.10
Social activities -0.10 -0.08  -0.19* 0.08 -0.04 0.13
Respect & social 002 009 003 -002 009 0.10
inclusion

Attitude -0.02 -0.07 -0.08 -0.06 -0.14 0.09

Social inclusion

. -0.02  -0.13 0.06 0.06 0.01 0.13
opportunities
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Baseline Final
Coefficient} Coefficient}
TK SKW HC TK SKW HC

0.10 0.04 -0.02 -0.04 -0.16 0.05

Civic participation &

employment
Civic participation -0.10 -0.09 -0.08 0.08 0.11 0.15
Employment 0.17 0.09 0.00 -0.08 -0.25 0.02
Communication & 003 019 -0.08 -020%* -019 003
information
Information -0.06 -0.21 -0.06 -0.22* -0.18 0.07

Communication &
digital devices

Community support 014 013 000 -0.06 -005 0.8
& health services

Medical/social services 0.06 0.17 -0.13 0.01 0.03 0.19

-0.03 -0.19 -0.17 -0.16 -0.19 -0.06

Emergency support 0.13 -0.05 0.07 -0.01 -0.17 0.15
Burial service 0.42** 0.06 0.33* -0.41** -0.25 0.16
Sense of community

Needs fulfilment 0.07 -0.42* -0.35* -0.21 -0.14 -0.07
Membership 0.09 -0.12 -0.14 -0.01 -0.08 0.24
Influence 0.23 0.10 0.14 0.02 -0.15 0.34*
Emotional connection 0.00 -0.11 -0.13 -0.12 -0.10 0.36*
Total score 0.34 -0.60 -0.49 -0.31 -0.48 0.87

TNQ as the reference group.

Significance levels at *p<0.05 and **p<0.01

~ Baseline figures were revised after error correction.

Comparisons are adjusted for the effect of age groups (four age groups).

4.2 Focus Group Study
4.2.1 Participants’ Characteristics

Five focus groups were conducted to collect residents’ opinions on the age-
friendliness of the Eastern District. A total of 36 participants were recruited. The
majority of participants were aged 60 years or over (77.8%) and had lived in the district
for 32.3 years on average. Sociodemographic characteristics of the focus group
participants are shown in Table 13.

Table 13 Sociodemographic characteristics of focus group participants

Characteristics N %
Gender

Male 8 22.2
Female 28 77.8
Age Group

18-49 years 5 13.9
50-64 years 4 11.1
65-79 years 20 55.6
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Characteristics N %

>80 years 7 19.4
Education

Nil/pre-primary 2 5.6

Primary 11 30.6
Secondary (F.1-3) 8 22.2
Secondary (F.4-7) 4 11.1
Post-secondary 11 30.6
Housing

Public housing 7 194
Private housing 28 77.8
Others 1 2.8

Residence Years (mean, SD) 32.3 19.8
Living Arrangement

Living alone 10 27.8
With spouse only 9 25.0
Spouse and other family members 3 8.3

With children/grandchildren 6 16.7
With other family members 6 16.7
With others 2 5.6

Monthly Personal Income

No income 2 5.6

HK$1 to HK$5,999 13 36.1
HK$6,000 to HK$9,999 10 27.8
HK$10,000 to HK$19,999 3 8.3

HK$20,000 to HK$29,999 3 8.3

HK$30,000 to HK$59,999 3 8.3

>HK$60,000 0 0.0
Unknown/ reject 2 5.6

Findings from the thematic analyses are presented with reference to the eight
WHO Age-friendly Cities Framework domains, which are further grouped into three
areas, (1) physical environment; (2) social and cultural environment; and (3)
communication, community and health services. Most participants highlighted changes
in the past four years in the Eastern District and offered many suggestions for further
improvement.

4.2.2 Physical Environment
WHO Domain 1: Outdoor spaces & buildings
Improvements

(i)  Street signage: Participants said previous street signage was vague with a small
font size, which was difficult for older adults to read. However, signage has been
improved over the years after they voiced their concerns to members of the

District Council.
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Public toilet hygiene: Participants noted improvement of public toilet hygiene and
facilities in the Aldrich Bay Playground and Chai Wan public toilet. Automatic
taps and toilet flushes were installed to keep users’ hands clean. Moreover,
recently the overall hygiene of the public toilets has been improved.

Outdoor public space and facilities: The outdoor public space and facilities in
Chai Wan have improved. Participants noted recently installed benches, shelters,
toilets and barrier-free facilities to fulfil the need of older adults and residents in
the Eastern District.

Concerns

(i)

(i)

(iii)

(iv)

Availability of public toilets: SKW had an insufficient number of public toilets to
meet residents’ needs. Unlike other districts with shopping arcades providing an
adequate number of public toilets, residents in SKW have to rely on public street
toilets provided by the Government. Participants said only two public toilets were
available in SKW; one was near the tram terminus and the other on Tung Hei
Road. According to participants, these public toilets were often engaged and did
not meet requirements in the district. Therefore, they asked for more public toilets
in SKW, especially on Shau Kei Wan Road.

Conflict between age groups in the use of infrastructure: Participants reported that
benches located outside May Wah House in the Hing Wah Estate were removed
without consulting residents. According to participants, the benches were
frequently used by older adults but were subject to complaints that they were seen
as a barrier to the nearby nursery school. Participants felt the incident created the
impression that the estate property management favoured the younger generation
over older adults.

Lengthy planning process and construction of district facilities: The lengthy
planning process and construction of district facilities failed to fulfil residents’
needs. For instance, the installation of an elevator in Fung Wah Estate, located on
the hill in southwest Chai Wan, has been discussed for over ten years. It will take
two to three years for further assessment, followed by another two years of
construction. Residents in the Fung Wah Estate can only take a bus or minibus to
and from the estate or walk down a long staircase, which is mainly unsuitable for
wheelchair users or people with limited mobility. Therefore, participants want the
Government to speed up the whole process regarding these facilities, which
significantly impact residents’ daily lives.

District renovation: Concerns over district renovation were raised. Participants
found their emotional attachment and social networks within the community were
fading after district renovation. This was because the traditional small family-
business restaurants and grocery stores, filled with memories for residents, were
now replaced by chain stores run by corporate enterprises.
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Land-use conflict: The only shopping centre in the Hing Man Estate has been
recommissioned by the Hong Kong Housing Authority and rented to an
international school as school premises. Participants reported that residents of the
estate now had fewer shopping choices and had to travel a long distance to
purchase daily necessities, causing much inconvenience to their daily lives.
Participants questioned the rationale for renting out the shopping centre in the
Hing Man Estate to an international school, where most residents were older
adults.

Disturbance at night: Residents in Chun Yeung Street complained about the noise
at night as market shopkeepers unpacked their goods on the street. Moreover,
street prostitution in Chun Yeung Street has raised concerns for residents.

WHO Domain 2: Transportation

Improvements

(i)

(i)

(iii)

Traffic routes: Participants appreciated the addition of bus route 8H to Tung Wah
Eastern Hospital since July 2017. Regardless of the long wait for the bus (around
30 minutes), it allowed older adults to directly access the hospital from Chai Wan.

Bus stop infrastructure: Participants appreciated improvement in the past four
years of bus stop infrastructure. Specifically, the seats installed at most bus stops
in the district allowed older adults to rest while waiting for the bus. Moreover,
installing screens displaying upcoming bus information provided people with a
better idea of bus arrival times.

Attitude of bus drivers: Over the past four years, bus drivers were reported as nice
and responsible. Specifically, bus drivers showed patience when helping
wheelchair users. Drivers would stop the bus at designated stopping areas close
to the pavement and lower the platform to aid accessibility. They would also
ensure passengers were seated before driving away.

Concerns

(i)

Bus stop infrastructure: Some bus stops in the district required infrastructure
enhancement. For example, participants said that the bus stop in Cheung Hon
Street, North Point required a shelter to protect passengers from heavy rain and
sunshine. Some participants would prefer a larger font size on the bus information
screen for those with poor eyesight.

WHO Domain 3: Housing

Participants residing in public rented housing reported adequate support with

modifications and maintenance of their flats. They also considered the rent for public
rented housing was acceptable. However, participants raised some concerns here.
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Concerns

(i)

(i)

Conflict in public housing allocation between ethnic groups: Participants
perceived immigrants from Mainland China and South East Asia as having higher
priority for allocation of public rented housing provided by the Government,
which lengthened the average waiting time for Hong Kong permanent residents.
Such conflict between ethnic groups was also found in estate redevelopment. For
example, one participant explained that two newly developed blocks of public
rented housing in Chai Wan originally planned to re-settle the old Yue Wan Estate
residents were now assigned to Chinese immigrants. Therefore, the whole
redevelopment project had to be postponed.

High rent: Participants expressed concerns over skyrocketing property prices and
rising rents in the district, mainly in private housing. They regarded current rent
prices as unaffordable for some older adults in the district.

4.2.3 Social and Cultural Environment

WHO Domain 4: Social participation

Participants appreciated the sufficient and wide-ranging social activities in the

district. They mostly engaged in these activities via DECCs, NECs, other NGOs, as
well as the District’s Leisure and Cultural Services Department (LCSD). Although
participants had sufficient social participation opportunities, they posed some concerns
under this topic.

Concerns

(i)

(i)

Limited activities quota: Participants appreciated the availability of wide-ranging
activities in the district offered by DECCs, NECs and LCSD. However, their
participation was largely restricted by limited quotas for these activities. Most
centres used a lucky draw or first-come-first-serve basis for enrolment in the
activities. Therefore, older adults may not be able to participate in their preferred
activities. Thus, some participants wished the Government would allocate more
resources to the elderly centres and LCSD to increase access to activities for
residents in the district.

Impact of COVID-19: The outbreak of COVID-19 during the past two years has
primarily inhibited older adults’ social participation. Most elderly centres,
community centres, sports facilities and related services were closed and
suspended during the pandemic. Therefore, older adults were not able to engage
in face-to-face activities. Instead, they only had opportunities to participate in
activities via online platforms, which was primarily limited by availability of
related hardware and the internet, as well as poor digital literacy skills of some
older adults.
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WHO Domain 5: Respect & social inclusion

(i)

Respect: Older participants reported a stable atmosphere of mutual respect and
friendliness in the district. For instance, elderly centres would seek the opinions
of members regarding future activities. Some participants expressed that they had
been offered seats on public transport, although not all shared similar positive
experiences. Some older participants reported incidents when other passengers
on public transport failed to relinquish the priority seats to people in need as they
were too fixated on their smartphones. In contrast, participants said the district’s
inclusive culture was enhanced and promoted over the years due to
intergenerational programmes facilitated by DECCs and schools.

WHO Domain 6: Civic participation & employment

Participants reported that elderly centres and other organisations in the district

offered sufficient volunteer opportunities. Some visited singleton older adults to share
news and information. Some participants also reported active engagement with
members of the District Council through sharing opinions regarding district issues.
Even though participants had sufficient civic participation opportunities, they expressed
some concerns around this topic.

Concerns

(i)

(i)

Job opportunities: Participants felt there were very few job opportunities for older
adults in Hong Kong. They said current employment insurance does not cover
employees aged 65 years or over; thus, employers in Hong Kong hesitated to hire
older adults.

Platform for civic engagement: In the past, participants would express their views
and concerns to members of the District Council. However, this channel was no
longer available after the mass resignation and disqualification of councillors.
Participants said they had lost the “bridge” for communicating with the Hong
Kong Government to reflect people's needs to councillors.

4.2.4 Communication, Community and Health Services

WHO Domain 7: Communication & information

Improvements

(i)

Knowledge acquisition of new information technology: Due to the COVID-19
pandemic, elderly centres provided more training workshops on the usage of new
information technology (e.g., online meetings and instant messaging applications)
for quick transition to online activities from centre-based face-to-face activities.
Participants said they learned new techniques to stay in touch with others during
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the pandemic. Moreover, they could now deliver and receive district-related and
centre-related information more easily.

Information from members of the District Council: Newly elected members of
the District Council in 2019 actively provided district-related information. For
example, they provided information on current updates on COVID-19,
environmental protection and guidelines for older adults applying for
Government subsidies. However, participants said this channel was no longer
available following mass resignation and disqualification of members of the
District Council in 2021.

Concerns

(i)

Information exchange with new technology: Participants were well-informed and
had good access to information via word-of-mouth promotion or announcements
from elderly centres. However, hidden older adults and those who were not
members of elderly centres were disconnected in the district. Even with the
popularisation of smartphones in Hong Kong, which facilitates information
exchange, older adults with lower education levels or digital literacy skills and no
access to the internet may not benefit from the rapid development of information
technology.

WHO Domain 8: Community support & health services

Improvements

(i)

(i)

The automated telephone system: Participants found recent improvements with
the automated telephone system for general out-patient clinics and hospitals. Staff
could now answer telephone enquiries and medical appointments could be made
directly instead of using the automated system. Participants thought that talking
to an actual person was far better than choosing options over the automated
system because it was quite difficult for some older adults to perform several
tasks in one call, like listening and inputting their personal data over the phone.
Participants attributed this change to the COVID-19 pandemic because many
medical appointments had to be rescheduled due to restricted hospital admission.

Quality of service: Recently, participants found the services of the Pamela Youde
Nethersole Eastern Hospital were improved in terms of the appointment
arrangements and attitudes towards older adults. Urgent medical appointments
were handled faster than before so they could access timely treatment. Moreover,
more hospital staff showed care and concern for the needs of older adults; they
would arrange seats for older adults and assist them when needed. Participants
attributed this change to the COVID-19 pandemic and better division of labour in
the hospital; staff now had more time to care about patients.

Concerns
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Health care services: Participants felt there were limited health care services in
the Tsui Wan Estate. The only private clinic was turned into a laundry, so
residents now have to travel to another estate for health care services.

Specialist medical services: The long wait for specialist services has not improved
over the years. For example, participants wait between four and six years for an
eye operation. For follow-up consultations of scheduled specialist medical
appointments, participants wait at least three hours after arrival. They hoped that
more resources would be allocated to specialist medical services to allow prompt
treatment for older adults.

Nursing homes: Participants complained about the insufficient number and long
waiting list for subsidised nursing homes in the district. Even though many
private nursing homes were located along King’s Road, participants refused to
reside in these because of their poor living environments and caregiving quality.
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5 CONCLUSION

The Eastern District is the fourth densest in Hong Kong and ranks second among
other districts in its percentage of older adults. Various efforts have been advanced by
local older adult residents, NGOs, DECCs and the Eastern District Council over the
past few years to develop the concept of age-friendly city in the community and
improve the district’s overall liveability.

Our baseline and final assessment found that participants perceived the district to
be generally age-friendly. The domain of “transportation” scored the highest in the final
assessment, followed by “social participation” and “outdoor spaces & buildings”. The
lowest-ranked in the final assessment were the domains of “civic participation &
employment” and ‘“community support & health services”. Participants gave a
significantly higher rating (from 4.3 to 4.5) for “transportation”. When comparing sub-
district communities in the Eastern District, NQ and HC showed comparatively higher
scores in age-friendliness. NQ has a significantly higher score (from 3.9 to 4.1) in
“outdoor spaces & buildings”; HC has a significantly higher score (from 3.7 to 4.0) in
“community support & health services”; and both NQ and HC have significantly higher
scores (from 4.4 to 4.6 and 4.3 to 4.5, respectively) in “transportation”. However, TK
and SKW showed significantly lower ratings (from 4.0 to 3.8 and from 4.0 to 3.7,
respectively) in “civic participation & employment”.

Significant improvements of age-friendliness in “transportation” and “social
participation” likely reflect enhanced traffic network and infrastructure, driver attitudes
and wide-ranging social activities provided by elderly centres and other NGOs. The
decrease in “civic participation & employment” in specific sub-district communities
may reflect concerns about diminishing platforms to express their views via the District
Council to the Government, the lack of job opportunities in the district and the impact
of the COVID-19 pandemic.

Focus group findings highlighted participants’ views concerning improvements
in age-friendliness in the district during the past four years and some areas for further
improvements. In terms of “outdoor spaces & buildings”, participants found a
noticeable improvement in the hygiene of street and public toilets. They also
appreciated hardware improvements in the district’s public spaces (installation of
handrails, seats and barrier-free facilities). Participants also suggested: (1) installing
more public toilets on Sau Kei Wan Road; (2) shortening the planning and construction
time for district facilities; (3) balancing the interests between different groups; and (4)
enhancing law enforcement in certain areas requiring special attention.

Concerning “transportation”, participants found three main district improvements:
(1) a new bus route 8H increasing accessibility to Tung Wah Eastern Hospital; (2)
enhanced facilities in the bus stops (seats and bus information screens); and (3) better
bus driver attitudes. However, participants suggested that shelters should be installed
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at the bus stop on Cheung Hong Street, North Point, to provide better protection against
the weather.

To improve age-friendliness in the “housing” domain, participants suggested the
Government should balance the interests of different ethnic groups in the application
and allocation for public rented housing. Some participants also called for rent control
on private housing properties.

Participants appreciated the plenitude of social activities organised by various
bodies. However, they wished the Government would allocate more resources to elderly
centres and the Leisure and Cultural Services Department to provide more activities for
the district’s residents. This could help more older adults participate in social activities
without the quota limit.

Participants reported a better atmosphere of mutual respect and friendliness in the
district, especially in elderly centres and public transport. During these four years, they
also appreciated the intergenerational programmes facilitated by the district’s elderly
centres and schools, which further enhanced and promoted mutual respect and kindness
towards older adults.

To improve the age-friendliness in the domain of “civic participation &
employment”, the district can promote employment for older adults and create an
effective communication platform for residents and the Government. Focus group
participants suggested: (1) creating flexible and meaningful job opportunities for older
adults and (2) providing a communication platform or channel for residents to voice
their concerns to the Government following the mass resignation and disqualification
of members of the District Council.

Regarding the domain of “communication & information”, a growing number of
older adults in the district communicated and received information through
smartphones and instant messaging applications. Focus group participants suggested
paying more attention to older adults with lower education levels or poor digital literacy
skills and those without internet access to improve dissemination of district information.

Concerning the domain of “community support & health services”, participants
reported improvements in the automated telephone system made it easier for district
residents to access health care services. Participants also appreciated the better service
at the Pamela Youde Nethersole Eastern Hospital. To further improve age-friendliness
in this domain, participants suggested: (1) providing more health care services in the
Tsui Wan Estate; (2) reducing the waiting time for specialist medical services; and (3)
increasing the number of subsidised nursing homes.

To conclude, during the past four years, there has been noticeable improvement
in age-friendliness and general sense of community in the Eastern District. Future work
to further improve age-friendliness should leverage the sense of membership and
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emotional connectedness in the district, strengthen the sense of influence and needs
fulfilment and include older adults when implementing age-friendly work in the
specific areas of improvements outlined above.

42



Jockey Club Age-friendly City Project
Final Assessment Report (Eastern District)

6 REFERENCES

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

Census and Statistics Department. (2020). Hong Kong Population Projections
2020-2069.
https://www.censtatd.gov.hk/en/data/stat_report/product/B1120015/att/B11200
15082020XXXXB0100.pdf. Accessed 17 September 2021.

Eastern District Council. District Highlights.
https://www.districtcouncils.gov.hk/east/english/info/highlight 01.html.
Accessed 17 September 2021.

Census and Statistics Department. (2020). Population and Household Statistics
Analysed by District Council District.
https://www.censtatd.gov.hk/en/data/stat_report/product/B1130301/att/B11303
012020AN20B0100.pdf. Accessed 17 September 2021.

Census and Statistics Department. (2016). 2016 Population By-census -
Statistics by District Council District.
https://www.bycensus2016.gov.hk/data/DC_16BC.xlsx. Accessed 17
September 2021.

Hong Kong Housing Authority. Estate Locator.
https://www.housingauthority.gov.hk/en/global-elements/estate-
locator/index.html. Accessed 17 September 2021.

Social Welfare Department. List of District Elderly Community Centres.
https://www.swd.gov.hk/storage/asset/section/611/List_of DECC.pdf.
Accessed 17 September 2021.

Social Welfare Department. List of Neighbourhood Elderly Centres.
https://www.swd.gov.hk/storage/asset/section/613/List of NEC.pdf. Accessed
17 September 2021.

Hospital Authority. Clusters, Hospitals & Institutions.
https://www.ha.org.hk/visitor/ha_visitor_index.asp?Content ID=10084&Lang
=ENG&Dimension=100. Accessed 17 September 2021.

Hospital Authority. All General Out Patient Clinics.
https://www.ha.org.hk/visitor/ha_visitor_index.asp?Content ID=200250&Lan
g=ENG&Dimension=100&Parent_ID=10052. Accessed 17 September 2021.
Department of Health. List of Clinics and Health Centres - Elderly Health
Centres. https://www.dh.gov.hk/english/tele/tele_chc/tele_chc_ehc.html.
Accessed 17 September 2021.

The Hong Kong Council of Social Service. (2012). 2B & EBRELE

#t[&. https://www.hkcss.org.hk/wp-

content/uploads/2019/05/20121231_ %E8%B5%B7%E5%8B%95%ES5%85%
A8%ES5%9F%8EY%E9%A6%99%E6%B8%AF%E9%95%B7%E8%80%85%
E5%8F%8B%ES%96%84%E7%A4%BE%ES5%8D%80.pdf. Accessed 17
September 2021.

YWCA Ming Yue District Elderly Community Centre. 2014-2015 T/F3R .

http://memy.ywca.org.hk/files/memy/%E6%98%8E%ES5%84%92%E5%B0%
8F%ES5%B9%B4%ES5%A0%B1/(final)2014-
2015%E5%96%AE%E4%BD%8D%ES5%B9%B4%E5%A0%B1(%E6%98%8
E%E5%84%92%E5%B0%8F%ES5%B9%B4%ES5%A0%B1).pdf. Accessed 25
February, 2020.

Hongkong Electric Company. CAREnJOY for the Elderly.

43



https://www.censtatd.gov.hk/en/data/stat_report/product/B1120015/att/B1120015082020XXXXB0100.pdf
https://www.censtatd.gov.hk/en/data/stat_report/product/B1120015/att/B1120015082020XXXXB0100.pdf
https://www.districtcouncils.gov.hk/east/english/info/highlight_01.html
https://www.censtatd.gov.hk/en/data/stat_report/product/B1130301/att/B11303012020AN20B0100.pdf
https://www.censtatd.gov.hk/en/data/stat_report/product/B1130301/att/B11303012020AN20B0100.pdf
https://www.bycensus2016.gov.hk/data/DC_16BC.xlsx
https://www.housingauthority.gov.hk/en/global-elements/estate-locator/index.html
https://www.housingauthority.gov.hk/en/global-elements/estate-locator/index.html
https://www.swd.gov.hk/storage/asset/section/611/List_of_DECC.pdf
https://www.swd.gov.hk/storage/asset/section/613/List_of_NEC.pdf
https://www.ha.org.hk/visitor/ha_visitor_index.asp?Content_ID=10084&Lang=ENG&Dimension=100
https://www.ha.org.hk/visitor/ha_visitor_index.asp?Content_ID=10084&Lang=ENG&Dimension=100
https://www.ha.org.hk/visitor/ha_visitor_index.asp?Content_ID=200250&Lang=ENG&Dimension=100&Parent_ID=10052
https://www.ha.org.hk/visitor/ha_visitor_index.asp?Content_ID=200250&Lang=ENG&Dimension=100&Parent_ID=10052
https://www.dh.gov.hk/english/tele/tele_chc/tele_chc_ehc.html
https://www.hkcss.org.hk/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/20121231_%E8%B5%B7%E5%8B%95%E5%85%A8%E5%9F%8E%E9%A6%99%E6%B8%AF%E9%95%B7%E8%80%85%E5%8F%8B%E5%96%84%E7%A4%BE%E5%8D%80.pdf
https://www.hkcss.org.hk/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/20121231_%E8%B5%B7%E5%8B%95%E5%85%A8%E5%9F%8E%E9%A6%99%E6%B8%AF%E9%95%B7%E8%80%85%E5%8F%8B%E5%96%84%E7%A4%BE%E5%8D%80.pdf
https://www.hkcss.org.hk/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/20121231_%E8%B5%B7%E5%8B%95%E5%85%A8%E5%9F%8E%E9%A6%99%E6%B8%AF%E9%95%B7%E8%80%85%E5%8F%8B%E5%96%84%E7%A4%BE%E5%8D%80.pdf
https://www.hkcss.org.hk/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/20121231_%E8%B5%B7%E5%8B%95%E5%85%A8%E5%9F%8E%E9%A6%99%E6%B8%AF%E9%95%B7%E8%80%85%E5%8F%8B%E5%96%84%E7%A4%BE%E5%8D%80.pdf
http://memy.ywca.org.hk/files/memy/%E6%98%8E%E5%84%92%E5%B0%8F%E5%B9%B4%E5%A0%B1/(final)2014-2015%E5%96%AE%E4%BD%8D%E5%B9%B4%E5%A0%B1(%E6%98%8E%E5%84%92%E5%B0%8F%E5%B9%B4%E5%A0%B1).pdf
http://memy.ywca.org.hk/files/memy/%E6%98%8E%E5%84%92%E5%B0%8F%E5%B9%B4%E5%A0%B1/(final)2014-2015%E5%96%AE%E4%BD%8D%E5%B9%B4%E5%A0%B1(%E6%98%8E%E5%84%92%E5%B0%8F%E5%B9%B4%E5%A0%B1).pdf
http://memy.ywca.org.hk/files/memy/%E6%98%8E%E5%84%92%E5%B0%8F%E5%B9%B4%E5%A0%B1/(final)2014-2015%E5%96%AE%E4%BD%8D%E5%B9%B4%E5%A0%B1(%E6%98%8E%E5%84%92%E5%B0%8F%E5%B9%B4%E5%A0%B1).pdf
http://memy.ywca.org.hk/files/memy/%E6%98%8E%E5%84%92%E5%B0%8F%E5%B9%B4%E5%A0%B1/(final)2014-2015%E5%96%AE%E4%BD%8D%E5%B9%B4%E5%A0%B1(%E6%98%8E%E5%84%92%E5%B0%8F%E5%B9%B4%E5%A0%B1).pdf

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Jockey Club Age-friendly City Project
Final Assessment Report (Eastern District)

https://www.hkelectric.com/en/sustainability/community-investment/elderly-
care/carenjoy-for-the-elderly.

The Hongkong and Shanghai Banking Corporation. HSBC Community
Partnership Programme — 2018 Bring People Together.
https://www.communitypartnership.org.hk/cpp_result2018.aspx. Accessed 17
September 2021.

The Hongkong and Shanghai Banking Corporation. HSBC Community
Partnership Programme — 2019 Bring People Together.
https://www.communitypartnership.org.hk/cpp_result2019.aspx. Accessed 17
September 2021.

Social Welfare Department. Opportunities for the Elderly Project 2018-2020.
https://www.swd.gov.hk/storage/asset/section/622/2018-

19 one_year project.pdf.

The Hong Kong Society for the Aged. "Safe Home Happy Home" Home
Improvement Assistance Scheme for Seniors.
https://www.sage.org.hk/Donate/SafeHomeDonation.aspx?lang=en-US.
Accessed 17 September 2021.

Ware, J.E., Kosinski, M., and Keller, S.D. (1996). A 12-Item Short-Form
Health Survey: Construction of Scales and Preliminary Tests of Reliability and
Validity. Medical Care, 34(3), 220-233.

Huang, Y. and Wong, H. (2014). Impacts of Sense of Community and
Satisfaction with Governmental Recovery on Psychological Status of the
Wenchuan Earthquake Survivors. Social Indicators Research, 117(2), 421-436.
doi: 10.1007/s11205-013-0354-3

Peterson, N.A., Speer, P.W., and McMillan, D.W. (2008). Validation of A brief
sense of community scale: Confirmation of the principal theory of sense of
community. Journal of Community Psychology, 36(1), 61-73. doi:
10.1002/jcop.20217

World Health Organization. WHO Age-friendly Cities Project Methodology-
Vancouver Protocol.
http://www.who.int/ageing/publications/Microsoft%20Word%20-%20AFC_V
ancouver_protocol.pdf

44


https://www.hkelectric.com/en/sustainability/community-investment/elderly-care/carenjoy-for-the-elderly
https://www.hkelectric.com/en/sustainability/community-investment/elderly-care/carenjoy-for-the-elderly
https://www.communitypartnership.org.hk/cpp_result2018.aspx
https://www.communitypartnership.org.hk/cpp_result2019.aspx
https://www.swd.gov.hk/storage/asset/section/622/2018-19_one_year_project.pdf
https://www.swd.gov.hk/storage/asset/section/622/2018-19_one_year_project.pdf
https://www.sage.org.hk/Donate/SafeHomeDonation.aspx?lang=en-US
http://www.who.int/ageing/publications/Microsoft%20Word%20-%20AFC_Vancouver_protocol.pdf
http://www.who.int/ageing/publications/Microsoft%20Word%20-%20AFC_Vancouver_protocol.pdf

7 APPENDICES
Appendix 1 District Maps
: .

> KOWLOON CITY DISTRICT

@ (G) =

EASTERN DISTRICT

TUARgRE. | - (C)~
"o WANZCHAI DISTRICT | /., N
RO b Sy (X A
By SGSNE S Cs g
SRV P

s

sna SOUTHERN DISTRICT =~
(-1} 3

W
Constituncy Boundary

ARCREAR
Code and Name of Conssitusncy

Jockey Club Age-friendly City Project
Final Assessment Report (Eastern District)

N

Tal Koo Sting West

No.

Sub-district communities

mE, i :

45

Tai Koo Sring East 2
—— 1 North Point, Quarry Bay (NQ)
Shaukitesr .
Mg 2 Tai Koo (TK)
reng Fa Chuen .

ox = T 3 Shau Kei Wan (SKW)

coe  WE Yan Lam

ARE - O o :
SAI KUNG DISTRICT N 4  Heng Fa Chuen, Chai Wan (HC)
W ciz mw Wan Taw

c13_&m Fei Ty

C14 BRI MoumPakw 2 l

cis wml Sraerar HIl

cle ¢ Forvess Wil

C17  WLGEM  Cily Gagen

cie Wil Provdent

cie & Fort Syeet I

co  wH Kam Png

c2 T Tanner

c22 Heathy Vilaoe

oz Qusrry Bay

cat Nam Fung

cxs Kamhi 2

cx *omnd Garden

c2 Hing Tung

G2 38 Wan Ho

o= LowrlaTing 3

o2 Usper Yiu Tung

cn WK Hing Man

co Wi Lok Hong

cH WP Tou Tek 4

C3¢ Rl Yoe Wan

cas e it Hu



Appendix 2 Questionnaire

: BRABFEBEFMEF O
ol A Sau Po Centre on Ageing
S The University of Hong Kong

A ZIHEER

Al) SEUERMERI -
e
1@ %

AR

Jockey Club Age-friendly City Project
Final Assessment Report (Eastern District)

i S %5 Eastern
2 hn#Eiwms
HE B R
taE SRR

(FRIE S e ERY AR HE)

B2 R - BT RE BRI

[1(1) 18-19 [1(5)35-39
[1(2)20-24 [1(6) 40-44
[1(3)25-29 [1(7) 45-49
[](4)30-34 [1(8) 50-54

A3) PR

[1(9) 55-59 [1(13) 75-79
[1(10) 60-64 [](14) 80-84
[1(11) 65-69 [](15) 85+
[1(12) 70-74

A AL LA N HYRLIE TP (> BE R s I R E

KRS ME%E%EWFEWHE.

)

(
O Ath, i@
(EEL, BEH, ERA, KR=E

[ @) Ak
(Kiy, 58, =FE,
58, ME3L, EEHE, RRIEH,

Q) HHES
(3R1BZE, HiH3E,
B, BAEXE)

M 2 A==}
/ﬁg’ A

(14 &IEH - 58

46

, B, EEE, BEE,
, SR, WHEE, BERE, MET0,
, BEEE, BRiEE, BFRH,

EETEE, &
B|MTtE, HEXE, &+

TFERE)

BERR, e, RIGTLE, RLUTEHE, BR
HEE, FEELH)

FEERER, EERUR, FIRE, R



Jockey Club Age-friendly City Project
Final Assessment Report (Eastern District)

(ETEI, BEE, REE, $BE SHE LB 5D LS,
ERGEE, BRTE BRIE (SR IEEE BEN 4E B
BB, FE()W, WE(D)IB, GEHB, ERE)

Ad) TSI L L7 24

T

AS) RS IR U (B TR AT A )

L) fEReStE
[1Q) E4E

[1(3) #fH

L1 (4) B

L1 7)E

[ (6) HALGHEEH)

A6) TR EAE L -

L)) RZHEFAEE (GIHEE)
1) /I

13 W —ZEF=)

L@ & EFEEF D)

1) BHEHE  CEEAEERE
[16) FEHE  BISEE
L) & B2 © 2SRzl E

ATa) G PR 7

L1 (WAFEE @Bz ATb)

L1 QEE BkZE ATc)

C1OMAFE @BEZE ATc)

(] @ fHEAL - A05EE ~ R F - IR1L (BEZ A8a)

OGS (E#EE A8a)

(] &) H:Ath > s510H -
(BkZE A8a)

ATb) LR 2

HE:

[1(10) filEERS ] (17) fsadp ] (23) BHEEAE
(] (11) FEEAR [ (18) LT [ (24) BEEEHR
[](12) EHR [](19) H&dp [1Q25) BLECHT
[](13) BELEE(—)p [ 1(0) &R [ ](26)

47



Jockey Club Age-friendly City Project
Final Assessment Report (Eastern District)

[ (14) SHEE(Z)dp [](21) 227840 [ (27) /NFE B
[ (15) IEHEGR [](22) 2240 [](28) HEEHR

[](16) BR324 O (50) 22 B

ATc) IEMEFANAE Bk 2
LI
Q) BCHA
BIOEIN: =i

ABa) A fE{F S ©
.
WRZEHEEH - FPROUT B B8
CJ(1)0-54F
[1(2) 6-10 4
[](3) 11-20 4F
(] (4) 21-30 4F
(1(5) 30 2L E

ASb) L E(ERE A L2 % e 2

A8c) fEIEERERERRAER ?
() f%
OS]

A8Q) IR 2 > FEEATHEAS 2
[1(1) B (B A9a)
(1) B

A8e) YEAL T TH S AR 7
(1) 1-5 8%
[1(2) 6-10 4}
[1(3) 11-15 &%
[](4) 16-20 &%
[1(5) 21 &=kl

A9a) EH ZZ R A(E ?
(D) ¥ > 5 —#E{F @& AlOa)
A

A%b) EHZRFIMZ NE?
A

A%)IEBRIFE T A EZFEE(EDE ? (AT IRZE—IH)
48



L1(1) B

[ (3) 205 1 45%
[1(5) KB

L1(7) Bk

AYd) A T AEIAE 2
L1 &
L@#FE

AlOa) MEFHEIRT ?
(1) 4% (k= A10b)
(1) & @k= Allc)

AlOb) TWEZFAR?
C1(1) KEAL
1) BIRAL
1 (3) R R
[14) 24
1 (5) HAhEEEEH) -

Jockey Club Age-friendly City Project
Final Assessment Report (Eastern District)

1@ T

[]@) &

[1(6) HAC B

[ (8) HALGEEE):

Al0c) BEHZZEE TAEH ?
(D) E=IAF
[ Q2) Sl TA(F

Al0d) #E—EH » TR/ N ?

7INEF

Alla) 54 - HANERE ECfi A 2
[1(1) #5% (BkZ2 Al2a)
1Q#E

Allb) EHERAEEA F 2
1) &5
[1Q) 3L
L13)/NIEKE
] (4) HAtr

Allc) f[EEHERARE N\ (RIERE (5 2
L) ik
[1Q) #)=
HIOEIN
L1 B
L1(5) HAth

49



Jockey Club Age-friendly City Project
Final Assessment Report (Eastern District)

Al22) BE=(AH » WHEES IR TS IEE) ?
() f%
J@#F
A12b) (RERIF 60 BB EAT)
BE=(EH > GHEERB/ZIIERE ORI S I8 ?
L1 &
L@#FE

Al13) A SR 3R IE T H H B ?
L1 IEEA S
[1Q) A%
[13) e 5
1@ =HAaEs
L1 IEFE s

Alda) EZFELLNE—EEEUFER 2 (R DEHR—H)
[1(1) &:F% (CSSA)
$2,420 - $ 5,850 (A fEE->TE) ~ $3,435 - $5,850 (BE& 2>V
(1) FHmErEns $1,695
13 SEEEEFEL $3,390
(14 SR ERe) $1,325
L1 EEAEREN (BAEFE)  $2,565
[ (6) WEEAE [ MERHIHE
[1(7) #% (BkZ AlSa)

Al4b) B H BURARGEEEER -
HK$

AlSa) IWEZ EFRUTAACR 7 ? CHUfEBRTERS) (TSRS #—IH)
L1 (DPrkz
L] Q@B MRE
L QO ANFFALEY)
L@THE
LIOEE
L&) HAh (FEFIHA: )
L] (7

Al5b) WHZEHBIA
HKS$
L1110 [1(8) 15,000 - 19,999
(1) 1-1,999 [1(9) 20,000 - 24,999
[1(3) 2,000 - 3,999 [1(10) 25,000 - 29,999
50




Jockey Club Age-friendly City Project
Final Assessment Report (Eastern District)

[ ](4) 4,000 - 5,999 [1(11) 30,000 - 39,999
L 1(5) 6,000 - 7,999 [1(12) 40,000 - 59,999
[1(6) 8,000 - 9,999 [ ](13) = 60,000

[1(7) 10,000 - 14,999 [1(14) "E185% / B %E

Alea) AREHE  EHRERER: (JURZE—R)
L) e
(1) BT
[13) Fht
[ (4) =ERER e

Al6b) AERMEMRE M A LS - EBFREFEM: (AR ZE—IR)
L) #wta
1) BIfT2R
13 Tt
[ 4) &=E0EL

A7) L3 RN g —RPREFE RS TR - WRARE -
B DB )
1) 4176
1@ b 5 ok
(1B FF 5 &2 49 5K
(1@ 41 50 & 99 >k
[1(5) 41 100 & 999 ¢
[1(6) 1 ToRELA L

Al82) (RIEAR 60 BEEL_ EAT)
KA S FEN - BRAEEH IR FRE 1 SEEERAE
N[rmiigerF 4k ? (0%=—CTBE ; 100%=——EF)

0% [10% |20% [30% [40% [50% [60% |70% |80% |90% |100% |

A18b) (REBRIF 60 BB EAT)
RS FEN - B REHIR A/ AL E A e
GH&L ? (%=—TIBEE ; 100%=—TE)

0% [10% [20% [30% [40% |50% |[60% [70% [80% |90% |100% |

51



Jockey Club Age-friendly City Project
Final Assessment Report (Eastern District)

B. Age-Friendliness of a city
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Appendix 3 Focus Group Discussion Demographic Questionnaire
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Appendix 4 Focus Group Discussion Guide
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