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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Initiated and funded by The Hong Kong Jockey Club Charities Trust, the
Jockey Club Age-Friendly City Project aims to move Hong Kong towards an age-
friendly city. This report describes the baseline assessment study conducted in the
Wong Tai Sin district from April 2017 to July 2017 as part of the Project. The
objective of the baseline assessment was to understand the needs of the Wong Tai Sin
district in preparing the district to become more age friendly. The baseline assessment
comprised a quantitative survey study and a qualitative focus group study. A total of
576 questionnaire surveys were collected from the ten sub-district communities of (1)
Choi Wan; (2) Hammer Hill; (3) Tsz Wan Shan; (4) Diamond Hill; (5) Choi Hung;
(6) San Po Kong; (7) Tung Tau; (8) Upper and Lower Wong Tai Sin Estate; (9) Chuk
Yuen; and (10) Wang Tau Hom. A total of five focus group interviews were
conducted.

The typical participant of the questionnaire survey was a married woman aged
over 65 years who has resided in the district for 26 years, living alone or with a
spouse in a public rental housing, using elderly centres with fair perceived health,
retired with a monthly income of less than HK$6,000 but still felt financially
sufficient. The age of the building is usually over 30 years, with elevator, although
residents would still need to take the stairs to go out. Majority of older adults in the
district expected themselves to age in place for the coming 5 years. However, should
their health deteriorate, the percentage of older adults with such expectation dropped
considerably.

Participants perceived the Wong Tai Sin district to be age-friendly in general.
Comparing the degree of perceived age-friendliness across different domains, “social
participation” scored the highest while “community support & health services” scored
the lowest. The sense of community is strong particularly in terms of sense of
membership, that is, the sense of belonging to the district. The older the resident, the
stronger the sense of community and perceived age-friendliness. Among those aged
60 years or above, most (83.5%) used services or participated in activities provided by
elderly centres. Tung Tau residents reported the highest level of perceived age-
friendliness while the sense of community was reported to be the highest in San Po
Kong compared with those living in the other nine sub-district communities.
Participants residing in private housing had significantly lower score in "respect &
social inclusion”, but higher score in "need fulfilment” in sense of community than
the public housing group

Results from this baseline assessment suggested solid groundwork with a
reasonably good sense of community and perceived age-friendliness in the district.
Future efforts toward making the district more age-friendly should build on the
existing infrastructure and network using an asset-, and strengths-based community
development framework. Specific recommendations were provided for each of the
eight domains in 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 aged 65
years or above is projected to increase from 15% of the total population in 2014 to
26% by 2029, and to 33% (33.1%) by 2064 . This means that by 2064, 1 in 3 people
in Hong Kong will be an elderly. Population ageing is accompanied by a shrinking
labour force and a growing dependency ratio. Defined as the number of persons aged
‘under 15” and 65 and over’ per 1000 persons aged 15 to 64, the dependency ratio is
projected to rise from 348 in 2014 to 716 in 2064 >. 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 people, 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 is implemented
in two phases: from March 2017 to September 2017 (Phase 1), and from October
2017 to December 2020 (Phase 2). Phase 1 of the project consists of three parts. The
first and second parts are the baseline assessment of district age-friendliness by using
questionnaire surveys and focus group interviews respectively. Focus group
interviews with district residents aim to gain in-depth understanding of their views on
age-friendliness in their communities. A report of district-based recommendations and
implementation proposals is generated based on these findings. The third part in
Phase 1 is to organize an “Age-friendly City Ambassador Programme” in the districts,
to familiarize ambassadors with the knowledge and methods in building an age-
friendly community. Phase 2 of the project consists of collaboration with key district
stakeholders and provision of professional support from the HKU team to develop,
implement and evaluate district-based age-friendly city (“AFC”) projects for
enhancing district age-friendliness.

This report presents baseline assessment findings from Phase 1. The objective
of the baseline assessment was to understand the needs of the Wong Tai Sin district in
preparing to become more age-friendly.

2.2 District Characteristics

The Wong Tai Sin district is a place steeped in Chinese tradition and culture.
The District used to be a predominately rural area sparsely populated by natives of
Pun U (%) and Hakka (%%7) origin. With an area of 9.26 km?3, the Wong Tai Sin

district consists of 25 constituency areas, namely (1) Lung Tsui(FE#), (2) Lung

5
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Ha(5€ 1), (3) Lung Sheung(%E L), (4) Fung Wong(JBZ), (5) Fung Tak(/EL{E), (6)
Lung Sing(§2£), (7) San Po Kong(#t3# =), (8) Tung Tau(BHH), (9) Tung Mei(3R
=), (10) Lok Fu(#¢), (11) Wang Tau Hom(f&5EH)), (12) Tin Keung(Ck5&), (13)
Tsui Chuk & Pang Ching(EET K lEFE), (14) Chuk Yuen South(TT[&E ), (15) Chuk
Yuen North(TTfEdL), (16) Tsz Wan West(223E74), (17) Ching Oi(1E%), (18) Ching
On(iEZ?), (19) Tsz Wan East(225E ), (20) King FU(¥g's), (21) Choi Wan East(%~
ZEET), (22) Choi Wan South(322EFg), (23) Choi Wan West(32E7g), (24) Chi
Choi(;#7%2), and (25) Choi Hung (}2tT).

According to the Hong Kong Census and Statistics Department *, the population
of the Wong Tai Sin district is approximately 425,235, which is around 5.8% of the
total population of Hong Kong. The proportion of elderly population aged 65 years or
above was 17.2% of the total district population, making it the largest elderly
population proportion among all 18 districts in Hong Kong *, and is considerably
higher than the Hong Kong average of 15.9%.

Table 2.1 shows the domestic household characteristics of the Wong Tai Sin
district. According to the 2016 Hong Kong Population By-Census °, the total number
of domestic households in the Wong Tai Sin district was 145,489 while the average
household size was 2.9. Among these district residents, approximately 58.8% (n=
222,910) participated in the labour force. The median monthly domestic household
income was HK$22,000.

Table 2.1 Domestic household characteristics of Wong Tai Sin district in 2016

Total number of domestic households 145,489
Average household size 2.9

Type of housing (Public Rental Housing) ° 51.8%
Median monthly domestic household income HK$22,000
Median monthly domestic household rent HK$1,750

Median monthly domestic household mortgage payment and HK$7,000
loan repayment

There is a mixed composition in terms of housing type in the Wong Tai Sin
district. Approximately 83% of Wong Tai Sin residents live in public rental housing
estates or home ownership flats while 16.8% live in private permanent housing . In
total, there are 22 public rental housing estates (“PRH”), and 22 home ownership
estates (“HOS™)". Accounting for all types of housing, the median monthly domestic
household rent was HK$1,750, and HK$7,000 for mortgage payment and loan
repayment 5. Regarding the provision of elderly centres and health care services, the
district has a total of 18 elderly centres: 4 district elderly community centres
(“DECCs”) ®and 14 neighbourhood elderly centres (“NECs”) °, 3 public hospital *°, 6
general outpatient clinics ** and 1 elderly health care centre 2.
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The Wong Tai Sin district is the main transportation junction connecting
Kowloon East and Kowloon West. Thus, residents in the district enjoy extensive
transportation network and transport modes including the MTR, buses and minibuses.
There are also considerable number of recreational facilities within the district for
residents of different age groups. For example, Morse Park, Hammer Hill Park and
Ngau Chi Wan Civic Centre are popular places for sports and leisure activities. This
district is also a popular tourist destination, with famous monuments and sites such as
the Wong Tai Sin Temple (& AAllifd), Chi Lin Nunnery (7£3#E;%%(), Nan Lian
Garden (F53#&[37) and Wong Tai Sin Cultural Garden (& AU ST B E]) B

2.3 Previous Age-friendly City Work in the District

To develop an age-friendly community, the District Council (“DC”), non-
governmental organizations (“NGQOs”) and commercial sector in the Wong Tai Sin
district have made concerted efforts in promoting the concept of AFC and in
improving the community environment in response to changing needs of elderly
residents. The following documented several of these initiatives.

In July 2011, the Finance Committee approved annual funding for the " A_A#5
WEIT , =1 E * (translated herein as “Barrier-free Access and Facilities for
Everybody” Project) for all districts in Hong Kong. The Wong Tai Sin DC formed a
“Working Group of Barrier-Free Facilities in Wong Tai Sin” (“WGBFF”) since May
2012 to study and propose areas that need retrofitting for barrier-free access, with
priority given to Choi Wan 2=, Tsui Chuk & Pang Ching Z2/7 K JlEf2 *°. The
district is also a part of the Hong Kong territory-wide project " #E&h& T HEEE
KEEE | “Age-Friendly Hong Kong” led by The Hong Kong Council of Social
Service (“HKCSS™) *°.

In spring 2014, The Link Community Sports Academy (the Academy) partnered
with The Hong Kong Rouligiu Association to offer rouligiu (2= /JEk) classes for the
first time in 13 venues including Wong Tai Sin Plaza *”. Rouligiu is a new sport that
has recently become popular in Asia, which combines the essence of tai chi, tennis
and badminton. It can be practiced in a small area and is a fun activity for people of
all ages and abilities. The Academy also launched soccer and tennis classes for older
adults aged 50 to 65 to promote a healthy lifestyle through participation in different
physical activities.

Meanwhile, government and NGOs in the Wong Tai Sin district have initiated,
co-organized, and implemented numerous age-friendly activities from 2015 to 2017 to
enhance social and community engagement for the elderly. For example, the Social
Welfare Department, Wong Tai Sin district Coordinating Committee on Promotion of
Volunteer Services, Hong Kong Jockey Club, DECCs, NECs and various NGOs in
the district organized the following projects:-



Jockey Club Age-friendly City Project
Baseline Assessment Report (Wong Tai Sin District)

> TEEHERNEF | promoted social inclusion of elderly through various
art expressions or storytelling;

> T EEMEE | & TREETE] paired up six secondary schools/uniform
groups with elderly centers, to raise intergenerational communion, respect
and understanding through volunteer services;

> s ELLEiE 2015 | BHEUES) provided free meal for 800 elderly
and their caretakers from 18 elderly centres in the District.

> THEORERERES - TE - Z-HEEWESTE], | supported elderly
couples and encouraged them to express love to each other;

> ThEgg—523 | 51# arranged care visit for singleton elderly living alone
in the District, especially in Wang Tau Hom;

> TEEaEEGEAEIEIEE | a three year project providing training
courses on green and healthy life to over 1,000 elderly; and

> TEAREHEE RS R EEETE] | to enhance elderly’s health literacy
as well as equip them with important skills and knowledge pertinent to
physical exercises and health *2.

> TEEEEEA(H:TE] | Ambassador training Scheme funded by the
Jockey Club Age-friendly City for the Wong Tai Sin district commenced
in 2017:-
e To encourage the general public to acquire knowledge on age-friendly

city and share the concepts of age-friendly city in the community

e To encourage the general public to participate in and promote the
Jockey Club Age-friendly City Project *°.

Overall, it is evident that various community stakeholders are actively pursuing
projects and initiatives aimed at promoting the concept of age-friendliness and
improving community environment. These initiatives formed a solid foundation upon
which future age-friendly endeavors can be built.

3. METHODOLOGY

The baseline assessment consisted of a quantitative (questionnaire survey) study
and a qualitative (focus group) study. The questionnaire survey was conducted to
understand the sense of community and perception on age-friendliness of the district
among residents of ten sub-district communities in the Wong Tai Sin district. The
focus group study was 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 (“WHO).
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3.1. Questionnaire Survey

3.1.1. Participants

Participants recruited for the questionnaire survey were usual residents in the
Wong Tai Sin district aged 18 years or above. Exclusion criteria were foreign
domestic helpers or individuals who are mentally incapable to participate in the study.

Participants were recruited from ten meaningful sub-district communities (Table
3.1 & Appendix 1). The communities were derived a priori according to features and
characteristics of the district, and validated by stakeholders who are familiar with the
district.

Table 3.1 Sampling sub-district communities for the Wong Tai Sin district

Sub-district communities Constituency Areas
Choi Wan ¥22& (CW) King Fulg'g

Choi Wan (East, South & West) %3E (5F > Fg @ 7H)
Hammer Hill 7111 (HH) King Fulg'g

Chi Choi %2

Tsz Wan Shan 2&25([] (TWS) Fung Tak JEl{=
Lung Sing FE &
Tsz Wan (West & East) 243E (74, &)
Ching Oi IF&

Ching On E%¢
Diamond Hill #7111 (DH)  Lung Sing JE £
Choi Hung 4T (CH) Chi Choi A%

Choi Hung $ZiT

San Po Kong #75ifd (SPK)  San Po Kong ¥ 35i& f
Tung Tau BEBE

Tung Tau B85 (TT) Tang Tau BEBE
Tung Mei &

Upper and Lower Wong Tai  Lung Tsui FEiflt
Sin Estate & AAl_F R Lung Ha %€
(WTSE) Lung Sheung % _I-

Chuk Yuen 17[E (CY) Fung Wong B[ &
Chuk Yuen (South & North) 77& (55 » Jb)
Tsui Chuk & Pang Ching 2277 KX EFZ

Wang Tau Hom f& oA Lok Fu ¢
(WTH) Wang Tau Hom figBEHE

Tin Keung K58

The study aimed to recruit a total of 500 participants comprising primarily
elderly residents aged 60 or above, as well as some residents aged between 18 and 59.

9
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The study recruited participants from multiple sources including DECCs, NECs,
relevant NGOs and advertisement and snowball referrals from stakeholders. A
predetermined sample size corresponding to the population in each sub-district was
set to improve overall representativeness.

3.1.2. Measures

The questionnaire survey was conducted by face-to-face interviews and self-
administration (in a small number of cases who preferred the latter mode) to cover the
following areas (Appendix 2):

(1)  Sociodemographic Information
These included participants’ age, gender, marital status, education, living
arrangement, housing type, employment, and income. Self-reported health was
captured using an item for assessing subjective health from the SF-12 Health
Survey .

(i)  Community Care
These included caregiving, engagement with elderly centres, use of mobility
tools, and ageing-in-place expectations.

(iii) Perceived Age-friendliness

Perceived age-friendliness of the district was assessed using 61 items developed
based on a local adaptation of the WHO’s Age-friendly City Framework and
Guidelines. Participants were asked to rate their perceived age-friendliness
along eight categories, namely 1) outdoor spaces and buildings; 2)
transportation; 3) housing; 4) social participation; 5) respect and social inclusion,
6) civic participation and employment; 7) communication and information; and
8) community support and health services. These can be further divided into 19
subdomains.

(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. Further analyses were performed to test the difference in perceived age-
friendliness and sense of community among age groups and sub-district communities
using linear regression method.

10
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3.2. Focus Group

A total of five focus groups comprising 32 participants were conducted in the
Wong Tai Sin district, four with elderly residents aged 60 or above, and one with
district residents aged between 18 and 59. Views from participants on the perceived
age-friendliness of the district were solicited following the procedure based on the
WHO Age-friendly Cities Project Methodology-Vancouver Protocol 2. Focus groups
typically took place in DECCs, with each group comprising 6 to 7 persons and lasting
approximately 1.5 to 2 hours. Two to three AFC domains pertinent to WHO’s age-
friendly framework were explored in each session. All focus groups interviews were
audio-recorded and transcribed verbatim.

4. RESULTS
4.1. Questionnaire Survey

4.1.1. Participants Characteristics

A total of 576 participants were recruited. They represented residents in the 10
sub district communities of Choi Wan (10.6 %), Hammer Hill (4.7%), Tsz Wan Shan
(22.4%), Diamond Hill (4.5%), Choi Hung (5.7%), San Po Kong (5.9%), Tung Tau
(6.6%), Upper and Lower Wong Tai Sin Estate (14.9%), Chuk Yuen (15.1%), and
Wang Tau Hom (9.5%) (Table 4.1).

Table 4.1 Number of survey participants in the 10 sub-district communities of the
Wong Tai Sin district

Sub-district communities N %
Choi Wan ¥22& (CW) 61 10.6
Hammer Hill 7= (HH) 27 4.7
Tsz Wan Shan 28ZE (] (TWS) 129 22.4
Diamond Hill &1 (DH) 26 45
Choi Hung ¥4 (CH) 33 5.7
San Po Kong #r3&f (SPK) 34 5.9
Tung Tau 555 (TT) 38 6.6
Upper & Lower Wong Tai Sin Estate & AAlll_E T (WTSE) 86 14.9
Chuk Yuen 77[# (CY) 87 15.1
Wang Tau Hom f=5E#) (WTH) 55 9.5
Total 576  100.0

Participants’ sociodemographic characteristics are summarized in Table 4.2.
Majority (78.0%) of participants were female and aged 65 or above (74.1%). Of all
participants, nearly half (46.5%) are married with only primary education level or less

11



Jockey Club Age-friendly City Project
Baseline Assessment Report (Wong Tai Sin District)

(63.1%). In terms of employment status and living arrangement, 60.9% are in their
retirement, while more than half (52.7%) are either living alone or living with their
spouse only, and 7.6% of them are living with domestic helper. About one in six
participants was a caregiver (15.7%). Among these self-identified caregivers, 19.1%
and 69.7% were providing care for children, and older persons respectively. Although
majority (68.5%) of participants had either no income or having a monthly personal
income below HK$6,000, only 17.8% reported insufficient funds to meet daily
expenses.

Residence characteristics of participants are summarized in Table 4.3. The
average years of residence in the district was 26.3 years (SD=14.8). In terms of
housing type, 71.0% of participants lived in public rental housing and 38.4% resided
in a building aged more than 31 years. In terms of residential building environment in
which participants live, the average number of floors in these buildings is 28.8. Most
(96.9%) of these buildings have elevators, but nearly one sixth (14.8%) of the
participants are living in a building that require the use of the stairs to go out.

The self-reported health status of the participants is presented in Table 4.4.
Nearly half of the participants (41.9%) rated their health as good or above (mean=3.5,
SD=1.0). Nearly one third of the participants (30.2%) had to walk with assistive
devices such as canes, walkers, or wheelchairs. Nearly half (46.2%) of the
participants have volunteered in services/activities organized by elderly centres in the
past 3 months. Among those aged 60 years or above, most (83.5%) have used services
or participated in activities provided by elderly centres.

In terms of participants’ ageing-in-place intention (Table 4.5), 71.3% were
definitively adamant against moving into a residential care unit in the next 5 years
should their health remain the same. Only a small proportion (17.4%) of participants
opined at least 50% chance of having to move into a residential care unit in the next
five years. However, when asked of the same ageing-in-place intention should their
health worsen in the next 5 years, the proportion of participants who expected
absolutely no chance of moving into a residential care unit dropped to 24.1%. More
than half (59.8%) of the participants expected at least 50% chance of moving, and
13.0% replied with a definite positive response.

12



Table 4.2. Sociodemographic characteristics of questionnaire survey participants

Total CW HH TWS DH CH SPK TT WTSE CY WTH

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
Gender
Male 127 220 14 230 10 37.0 40 310 4 154 8 242 2 59 9 237 18 209 18 207 4 73
Female 449 78.0 47 770 17 63.0 89 690 22 846 25 758 32 941 29 763 68 79.1 69 793 51 927
Age Group
18-49 years 79 137 9 148 7 259 23 178 7 269 2 61 3 88 5 132 13 151 6 69 4 73
50-64 years 70 122 2 33 6 222 22 171 5 192 5 152 1 29 3 79 11 128 11 126 4 7.3
65-79 years 219 380 34 557 10 370 48 372 9 346 11 333 11 324 19 500 29 337 40 460 8 145
=80 years 208 36.1 16 262 4 148 36 279 5 192 15 455 19 559 11 289 33 384 30 345 39 709
Marital Status
Never married 54 94 8 131 4 148 20 155 1 38 0O 00 3 88 4 105 9 107 5 57 0 00
Married 267 465 36 59.0 19 704 56 434 14 538 18 545 10 294 17 447 37 440 45 517 15 273
Widowed 215 375 17 279 4 148 43 333 9 346 11 333 18 529 13 342 32 381 30 345 38 69.1
Divorced/ separated 38 67 O 00 O 00 10 78 2 76 4 121 3 88 4 1005 6 72 7 80 2 36
Education
Nil / pre-primary 157 273 19 311 1 37 17 132 3 115 6 182 13 382 13 342 30 349 23 264 32 582
Primary 206 358 22 361 7 259 52 403 8 308 15 455 11 324 14 368 22 256 39 448 16 29.1
Secondary (F.1-3) 79 137 11 180 2 74 14 109 4 154 6 182 4 118 3 79 17 198 14 161 4 73
Secondary (F.4-7) 66 115 3 49 9 333 22 171 5 192 2 61 5 147 4 105 10 116 5 57 1 18
Diploma 13 23 1 15 2 74 6 47 1 38 1 30 O 00 O OO 1 12 1 11 O 00
Associate degree 7 12 2 33 0 00 4 31 0 00 O 00O O OO0 O 00 1 12 o0 00 O OO0
Bachelor degree or above 48 83 3 49 6 222 14 109 5 192 3 91 1 29 4 105 5 58 5 57 2 36
Employment status
Working 104 182 8 131 11 407 30 233 7 269 2 61 4 118 7 184 17 200 10 118 8 145
Unemployed 12 21 7 115 0 00 2 16 O 0O 1 30 O 0O O 0O 1 12 1 12 0 00
Retired 349 609 37 60.7 14 519 82 636 16 615 24 727 25 735 21 553 44 518 61 718 25 455
Homemakers 104 182 9 148 1 37 14 109 3 115 5 152 5 147 10 263 22 259 13 153 22 400
Students 3 o5 0 00 O 00 1 08 0O 00 1 30 O 00 O OO 1 12 0 00 O 00

13
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Total CW HH TWS DH CH SPK TT WTSE CcY WTH

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
Living arrangement
Living alone 196 341 8 131 2 74 49 380 7 269 14 424 18 529 16 421 34 405 25 287 23 418
With spouse only 107 186 21 344 4 148 23 178 5 192 4 121 1 29 4 105 10 119 27 310 8 145
Spouse & other family 124 216 9 148 14 519 28 217 9 246 8 242 4 118 8 211 20 238 17 195 7 127
members
With children / grandchildren 100 174 15 246 4 148 13 101 4 154 7 212 10 294 6 158 13 155 13 149 15 273
With other family members 41 71 7 115 3 111 14 109 1 38 0 00 1 29 4 105 7 83 4 46 0 00
With others 6 10 1 16 O 00 2 16 O 00 O 00 O 00 O OO O 00 1 11 2 36
Living with domestic helper 29 76 1 19 3 120 8 100 2 105 4 211 0 00 2 91 1 19 2 32 6 1838
Participant is a caregiver 90 157 20 328 4 148 18 140 2 77 7 212 5 147 4 105 10 116 15 174 5 91
Elderly+ 62 69.7 17 850 2 500 12 667 O 00 3 429 3 600 2 500 5 556 14 933 4 80.0
People with disability+ 1 114 0 00 O OO O OO O 00O 1 2143 0 00 O 00 O 00 O 00 o0 OO0
Childrent 17 191 2 100 2 500 4 222 1 500 2 286 1 200 2 500 2 222 O 00 1 200
Othersy 9 001 1 50 O 00 2 111 1 500 1 143 1 200 0 00 2 222 1 67 0 00
Finance
Very insufficient 17 30 4 66 0O 00 1 08 2 77 3 91 1 29 1 26 1 12 4 46 0 00
Insufficient 85 148 15 246 4 148 12 93 2 77 6 182 2 59 5 132 15 174 19 218 5 91
Sufficient 393 682 34 557 19 704 90 698 14 538 22 667 25 735 26 684 62 721 55 632 46 83.6
More than sufficient 77 134 8 131 4 148 23 178 8 308 2 61 5 147 6 158 8 93 9 103 4 73
Abundant 4 07 0 00 O 00 3 23 O 00 O 0O 1 29 O 0O O 00 O 00 O 0.0
Monthly personal income
No income 6 10 0 00 1 37 3 23 0O 00 O 0O O OO O 0O 1 12 1 11 o0 00
HK$1 to HK$5,999 389 675 43 705 12 444 77 59.7 12 462 26 788 26 765 29 763 63 733 63 724 38 69.1
HK$6,000 to HK$9,999 56 97 1 16 3 111 17 132 3 115 3 91 2 59 3 79 6 70 8 92 10 182
HK$10,000 to HK$19,999 57 99 4 66 4 148 16 124 4 154 1 30 3 88 2 53 9 105 10 115 4 73
HK$20,000 to HK$29,999 19 33 3 49 4 148 4 31 0 00 O 00 1 29 1 26 2 23 2 23 2 36
HK$30,000 to HK$59,999 16 28 0 00 1 374 6 47 4 154 0 00 O 00 2 53 1 12 1 11 1 18
>HK$60,000 33 57 10 164 2 74 6 47 3 115 3 91 2 59 1 26 4 47 2 23 0 00

+ Multiple responses allowed
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Table 4.3 Residence characteristics

Total CW HH TWS DH CH SPK T WTSE CYy WTH

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %

Residence years 26.3 148 26.1 10.8 132 10.1 249 148 210 115 292 200 340 166 271 163 258 172 270 83 312 157
(mean, SD)

Housing, N (%)

Public rental 409 710 52 852 1 3.7 98 76.0 0 0.0 28 848 0 00 35 921 82 9.3 68 782 45 818
Private, rental 12 21 0 0.0 3 11.1 2 1.6 1 3.8 2 6.1 4 118 O 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
Private, owned 146 253 9 148 22 815 28 217 23 885 1 3.0 29 853 3 7.9 2 2.3 19 218 10 182
Others 9 1.6 0 0.0 1 3.7 1 0.8 2 7.7 2 6.1 1 2.9 0 0.0 2 2.3 0 0.0 0 0.0
Age of building

=10 years 23 40 1 16 11 407 4 3.1 1 3.8 2 6.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 4.7 0 0.0 0 0.0
11-20 years 143 248 8 131 9 333 66 512 8 30.8 2 6.1 2 59 4 105 32 372 2 23 10 182
21-30 years 189 328 7 115 3 111 49 380 14 538 4 12.1 4 118 23 605 28 326 37 425 20 364
= 31 years 221 384 45 738 4 148 10 7.8 3 115 25 758 28 824 11 289 22 256 48 552 25 455
Building

environment

No. of floors 288 91 274 55 344 80 328 80 391 68 230 84 154 85 241 81 298 78 318 57 222 7.2
(mean, SD)

With elevator 558 969 59 967 27 1000 129 1000 26 1000 33 1000 20 588 38 1000 86 1000 86 989 54 982
Need to take 8 148 17 279 2 7.4 16 124 5 19.2 4 121 17 500 3 7.9 8 9.3 8 9.2 5 9.1
stairs

15



Table 4.4 Health, social participation, and use of community service

Jockey Club Age-friendly City Project
Baseline Assessment Report (Wong Tai Sin District)

Total CwW HH TWS DH CH SPK TT WTSE CY WTH
n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %

Self-rated health

Excellent 24 4.2 2 3.3 1 3.7 6 4.7 0 0.0 1 3.0 3 8.8 0 0.0 6 7.0 2 2.3 3 5.5
Very good 77 134 4 66 4 148 23 178 5 192 5 152 3 8.8 7 184 6 70 12 138 8 145
Good 140 243 17 279 10 370 38 295 8 308 5 152 5 147 5 132 18 209 24 276 10 18.2
Fair 271 470 33 541 11 407 50 388 9 346 17 515 18 529 18 474 45 523 41 471 29 527
Poor 64 111 5 8.2 1 37 12 93 4 154 5 152 5 147 8 211 11 128 8 9.2 5 9.1
Mean score (mean, SD) 35 10 36 09 33 09 33 10 35 10 36 10 36 11 37 10 36 10 35 09 35 1.0
Walk with assistive device* 174 30.2 11 18.0 2 74 25 194 5 192 11 333 14 412 14 368 41 477 24 276 27 49.1
Volunteer in elderly centres 266 46.2 29 475 8 296 53 411 11 423 18 545 11 324 28 737 41 477 44 506 23 418
User of elderly centres¥ 385 835 43 86.0 14 737 81 844 11 688 21 750 28 90.3 28 875 54 831 68 883 37 787

*Cane, walker, or wheelchair
T Applicable only to participants aged 60 years or above
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Table 4.5 Residential care service use expectation in 5 yearsy

Total CW HH TWS DH CH SPK TT WTSE CY WTH

n % n % n % n % % n % n % n % n % n % n %

=J

If health remains the same

0% 328 713 35 700 13 684 69 719 9 563 22 786 21 677 24 750 38 594 62 805 35 745
10% 8 39 3 60 O 00 6 63 0 00 2 712 0O 00 2 63 3 47 2 26 0 00
20% 20 43 4 80 1 53 8 83 0O 00 O 00 3 97 O 00 3 47 0 00 1 212
30% 9 20 2 40 O 00 4 42 1 63 0O 00 O OO 2 63 0 00 O 00 o0 00
40% 5 11 0 00 O 00 1 10 O OO O OO O OO O OO 3 47 0 00 1 212
50% 37 80 4 80 3 158 5 52 0 00 2 71 3 97 2 63 7 109 6 78 5 106
60% 7 15 0 00 1 53 1 10 O OO O 0O 2 65 0O 00 O 00 2 26 1 21
70% 3 07 0 00 O OO 1 10 1 63 1 36 0O 00 O 00O O 00O O 00 o0 00
80% 1 24 0 00 1 53 1 10 2 125 0 0O O 00O O 00 2 31 2 26 3 ©b64
90% 4 09 0 00 O OO O OO O OO 1 36 O 00 O ©00O0 2 31 0O 00 1 212
100% 18 39 2 40 O 00 O OO0 3 188 0O 00O 2 65 2 63 6 94 3 39 0 00
If health worsens

0% 111 241 11 220 8 421 28 292 3 188 6 214 7 226 6 188 14 219 18 234 10 213
10% 10 22 3 60 O 00 2 21 0 00O 1 36 O 00 2 63 0 00 1 13 1 21
20% 19 41 6 120 0 00 5 52 0 00 1 36 O 00 O 00 3 47 2 26 2 43
30% 25 54 5 100 1 53 4 42 1 63 3 107 1 32 3 94 0 00 6 78 1 21
40% 19 41 1 20 2 105 7 73 0 00 O 00 2 65 0O 00 2 31 2 26 3 64
50% 110 239 14 180 3 158 15 156 3 188 9 321 8 258 10 313 18 281 16 208 14 2938
60% 25 54 1 20 1 53 8 83 0O 00 O 00 1 32 2 63 3 47 9 117 0 0.0
70% 20 43 0 00 1 53 5 52 0 00 O 00 3 97 2 63 1 16 6 78 2 43
80% 43 93 5 100 1 53 8 83 1 63 1 36 4 129 3 94 10 156 5 65 5 106
90% 8 39 0 00 1 53 3 31 2 125 1 36 3 97 O 00 2 31 1 13 5 106
100% 60 130 4 80 1 53 11 115 6 375 6 214 2 65 4 125 11 172 11 143 4 85

i Applicable only to participants aged 60 years or above
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4.1.2. Perceived Age-friendliness

Figure 4.1 show the perceived age-friendliness across the eight domains in the
WHO Age-friendly City Framework. Possible responses were 1 (strongly disagree), 2
(disagree), 3 (somewhat disagree), 4 (somewhat agree), 5 (agree) and 6 (strongly
agree).

As illustrated in Figure 4.1, participants perceived the Wong Tai Sin district to
be age-friendly in general. Among the eight domains, the highest score was observed
in the social participation domain (mean= 4.5), followed by “transportation” (4.4),
“respect & social inclusion” (4.3), “outdoor spaces & buildings” (4.2), and
“communication & information” (4.2). The domain with the lowest score was
“community support & health services” (3.8).

As shown in Table 4.6, perceived age-friendliness varied across subdomains:
“road safety & maintenance” and “accessibility of public transport” were rated the
highest (4.5) among all subdomains in “transportation”, but “availability of
specialized services” was rated the lowest (4.0). Noticeably, “availability of
specialized services” was rated very low in district HH (2.9). Respondents perceived
higher age- friendliness (4.0) in “environment” compared to “affordability &
accessibility” (3.8) in “housing” domains. In terms of “respect and social inclusion”,
“attitude” (4.4) was rated higher than “social inclusion opportunities” (4.1). Similar
results were found in “civic participation and employment”, where “civic
participation” was rated higher (4.4) than “employment” (3.9).

“Burial service” received the lowest scores (2.6) compared to other subdomains,
and had considerable variances within different sub-district communities, ranging
from 1.9 in HH to 3.1 in CW. However, “medical/social service” under the same
domain “community support & health services” received a higher score of 4.1. Little
variance was found within subdomains in “outdoor spaces & buildings”, “social
participation”, and “communication & information”. All three of these domains were
perceived as age-friendly with scores varying from 4.0 to 4.5.
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Jockey Club Age-friendly City Project
Baseline Assessment Report (Wong Tai Sin District)

Table 4.6. Perceived age-friendliness

Total CW HH TWS DH CH SPK TT WTSE CY WTH

Outdoor spaces & 42 (0.7) 44 (06) 35 (08) 41 (06) 42 (05 39 (08 42 (0.7 43 (06) 42 (0.8) 40 (0.8 4.4 (0.5)
buildings

Outdoo?spaces 43 (0.8) 44 (0.7) 40 (08 43 (06) 43 (06) 43 (09 44 (09 45 (06) 44 (09 41 (09 46 (0.6)
Buildings 40 (09 43 (08) 30 (11) 39 (0.7) 41 (06) 36 (09 40 (0.7) 41 (08 41 (0.9 38 (1L.0) 43 (0.7)
Transportation 44 (0.7) 46 (06) 3.8 (0.7 42 (06) 42 (06) 44 (0.7) 44 (0.7) 46 (06) 45 (0.7 42 (0.7) 46 (0.5
Road safety & maintenance 4.5 (0.8) 4.7 (0.7) 43 (0.8) 44 (0.7) 42 (0.7) 46 (08) 45 (09 47 (079 45 (08) 44 (0.7) 46 (0.6)
Specialized services 40 (12) 45 (100 29 (10 38 (11) 40 (10 42 (1.3) 40 (14 45 (1.0) 42 (@14 37 (1L1) 43 (10
availability

Public transport, comfortto 4.3 (0.7) 45 (0.7) 3.9 (0.8) 4.2 (07) 41 (0.8) 44 (0.8) 44 (0.9) 45 (06) 44 (0.8) 42 (0.7) 45 (0.6)
use

Public transport, 45 (0.7) 46 (0.7) 3.8 (09 43 (0.7) 45 (06) 46 (0.8 47 (0.7) 48 (06) 47 (0.7 43 (0.8 4.7 (0.5
accessibility

Housing 39 (0.8) 40 (09 33 (08 39 (0.8) 38 (08 38 (09 37 (09 44 (0.7) 41 (09 37 (0.8) 4.2 (0.6)
Affordability & 38 (1.0) 39 (11) 29 (11) 38 (0.9 35 (09 40 (1.0 34 (10) 44 (09 41 (10) 36 (09 4.2 (0.8
accessibility

Environment 40 (09 41 (09) 36 (08 39 (09 41 (@10 37 (1.1) 41 (09 44 (08 41 (11) 38 (08 4.2 (0.7)
Social participation 45 (0.7) 47 (06) 40 (0.8) 44 (06) 42 (06) 46 (0.7) 45 (08) 46 (06) 46 (0.6) 44 (0.7) 4.4 (0.5)
Facilities and settings 45 (0.7) 48 (06) 40 (09 45 (0.7) 43 (0.7) 45 (0.8 45 (08) 46 (0.7) 47 (0.6) 45 (0.8) 45 (0.6)
Sacial activities 44 (0.7) 45 (0.7) 39 (09 44 (0.7) 41 (08) 47 (0.7) 46 (09) 46 (0.7) 45 (0.7) 43 (0.8 4.4 (0.6)
Respect & social inclusion 4.3 (0.8) 45 (0.8) 3.7 (0.8) 43 (0.7) 42 (0.7 43 (09) 42 (1.0) 45 (0.7) 44 (0.7) 42 (0.7) 44 (0.6)
Attitude 44 (08) 46 (0.7) 39 (08 43 (0.7) 42 (0.7) 44 (09 43 (09 46 (07) 45 (0.7 43 (0.7) 46 (0.7)
Sacial inclusion 41 (09 43 (100 33 (11) 41 (0.8 41 (09 40 (1.1) 40 (1) 42 (09 43 (09 42 (09 42 (0.8)
opportunities

Civic participation & 40 (0.8) 42 (08) 36 (08 39 (0.8) 38 (09 40 (0.9 43 (1.0) 42 (07) 42 (0.8) 38 (09 43 (0.7
employment

Civic participation 44 (10) 44 (09 37 (11) 43 (09) 43 (08) 47 (0.8 44 (10 46 (09 43 (12 44 (10) 45 (0.7)
Employment 39 (09 41 (09 35 (08 38 (09 37 (11) 38 (1.0) 43 (1.0) 41 (0.8) 41 (0.8) 3.6 (1.00 4.2 (0.8)
Communication & 42 (0.7) 43 (0.7) 3.7 (0.8) 41 (0.7) 40 (06) 43 (0.7) 41 (09 44 (06) 43 (0.8) 39 (0.7) 43 (0.5)
information

Information 43 (0.8) 44 (0.7) 3.7 (0.8) 42 (0.7) 42 (06) 44 (08) 43 (11) 46 (0.7) 44 (08) 41 (0.8 4.4 (0.7)

Communication & digital 40 (09 42 (100 36 (09 39 (09 38 (09 41 (09 39 (09 40 (09 42 (10 35 (09 42 (0.7)
devices
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Jockey Club Age-friendly City Project
Baseline Assessment Report (Wong Tai Sin District)

Total CW HH TWS DH CH SPK TT WTSE CcY WTH

Community support & 38 (0.7) 40 (08) 32 (0.8) 38 (0.7) 3.6 (05 35 (1.0) 39 (0.8) 41 (0.7) 39 (0.7) 35 (0.7) 3.9 (0.6)
health services
Medical/social services 41 (08) 41 (08) 35 (0.8) 41 (0.8) 38 (05) 39 (1L2) 42 (08) 43 (0.8 43 (0.7) 39 (0.8) 42 (0.6)
Emergency support 38 (12) 43 (1.0) 33 (11) 39 (11) 38 (L0) 36 (1.4) 38 (14) 44 (10) 40 (L1) 32 (12) 39 (1L1)
Burial service 26 (13) 31 (1.4 19 (L1) 26 (1.2) 25 (L1) 20 (1.3) 27 (13) 27 (13) 26 (14 23 (L1 29 (L3
All reported numbers are mean (SD)
The possible responses were: 1 (strong disagree), 2 (disagree), 3 (somewhat disagree), 4 (somewhat agree), 5 (agree), and 6 (strongly agree).
Table 4.7 Sense of community

Total CW HH TWS DH CH SPK TT WTSE CcY WTH
Need fulfilment 72 (15 68 (14 57 (18 74 (11 73 (08 73 (14 78 (15 73 (15 73 (18 69 (15 75 (L3)
Membership 80 (12) 76 (L0) 76 (09 78 (1) 77 (10) 85 (1.8 87 (12) 79 (09 82 (14 80 (14 80 (L2
Influence 70 (14 69 (13) 64 (11) 69 (14 70 (1) 74 (18 74 (13 74 (1) 70 (15 68 (15 73 (14
Emotional 76 (14 75 (12) 71 (09 75 (12 77 (12) 79 (19 78 (12) 80 (L0) 76 (L5 73 (16) 78 (L4
connection
Total score 29.7 (43) 287 (3.7) 269 (31) 295 (37) 297 (3.0) 312 (57) 317 (39) 306 (35) 300 (52) 289 (45) 30.6 (4.4)

All reported numbers are mean (SD)
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4.1.3. Sense of Community

Sense of community in the Wong Tai Sin district is shown in Table 4.7. The
possible range of each sub-item score is between 2 and 10, and total score is between
8 and 40. A higher score means a higher sense of community. The mean sense of
community score of the whole district was 29.7 (SD=4.3), with “sense of membership”
scoring highest (8.0), followed by “emotional connectedness” (7.6), “needs
fulfillment” (7.2), and lastly “sense of influence in their community” (7.0). Among
the ten sub-district communities, sense of community had the highest score in SPK
(31.7) and lowest in HH (26.9). Similarly, “Needs fulfillment” was found highest in
SPK (7.8) but poor in HH (5.7). “Sense of membership” was strongest in SPK (8.7),
while the “sense of influence in their community” was strongest in CH, SPK and TT
(7.4). TT had the highest level of “emotional connectedness” (8.0) compared to all
other sub-district communities.

4.1.4. Age Group Comparison

Table 4.8 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. Participants were divided into 4 age groups, including those aged
between 18 to 49 years old, 50 to 64 years old, 65 to 79 years old, and 80 years old or
above for analysis. Results showed that participants aged 65 or above had
significantly higher perceived age-friendliness than the age group 18 to 49. For the
age group 65 to 79, each level of increase in age group predicted an increase by 0.19
to 0.71 scores in the eight domains. Such differences were more significant in the age
group 80 years old or above, with each level of increase in age group predicting an
increase by 0.29 to 0.67 across the eight domains. In terms of sense of community,
each level of increase in age group predicted a 1.40 to 3.62 point increase.

Table 4.8 Age-group comparison using linear regression analysis

Coefficientt
50to 64 65to 79 80 or above

Perceived Age-friendliness

Outdoor spaces & buildings 0.42 0.19* 0.31**
Outdoor spaces 0.10 0.36** 0.54**
Buildings -0.02 0.02 0.08

Transportation 0.10 0.39** 0.51**
Road safety & maintenance 0.10 0.27** 0.38**
Specialized services availability 0.27 0.56** 0.43**
Public transport, comfort to use 0.13 0.40** 0.55**
Public transport, accessibility -0.01  0.36** 0.54**

Housing 0.07 0.41** 0.44**
Affordability & accessibility -0.12 0.29* 0.29*
Environment 0.27 0.51** 0.60**
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Coefficientt
50to 64 65to 79 80 or above

Social participation 0.19 0.46** 0.43**
Facilities and settings 0.23*  0.41** 0.36**
Social activities 0.15 0.51** 0.50**
Respect & social inclusion 0.26*  0.64** 0.60**
Attitude 0.27*  0.71** 0.67**
Social inclusion opportunities 0.22 0.51** 0.46**
Civic participation & employment 0.21 0.44** 0.47**
Civic participation 0.31*  0.65** 0.62**
Employment 0.18 0.37** 0.41**
Communication & information 0.27*  0.48** 0.31**
Information 0.33**  0.57** 0.45**

Communication & digital devices ~ 0.15 0.34** 0.10

Community support & health services 0.14 0.35** 0.41**

Medical/social services 0.21 0.43** 0.52**
Emergency support 0.30 0.57** 0.58**
Burial service -0.31 -0.23 -0.16
Sense of Community

Need fulfilment 0.14 0.31 0.50**
Membership 0.39*  0.89** 1.10**
Influence 0.47*  0.72** 0.71**
Emotional connection 0.42*  1.16** 1.32**
Total score 1.40*  3.07** 3.62**

tAge group 18-49 years as the reference group
Significance levels at *p<0.05 and **p<0.01
Comparisons are adjusted for the effect of sub-district communities

4.1.5. Housing Type Comparison

Table 4.9 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. Participants were divided into 2 groups - public housing
and private housing for analysis. Results showed that participants living in private
housing had significantly lower score in "attitude", and "respect & social inclusion”,
but higher score in "need fulfilment” than the public housing group.
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Table 4.9 Housing type comparison using linear regression analysis

Coefficientt
Private housing

Perceived Age-friendliness

Outdoor spaces & buildings -0.10
Outdoor spaces -0.11
Buildings -0.09

Transportation -0.10
Road safety & maintenance -0.16
Specialized services availability -0.18
Public transport, comfort to use -0.02
Public transport, accessibility -0.09

Housing -0.11
Affordability & accessibility -0.23
Environment 0.02

Social participation -0.03
Facilities and settings 0.02
Social activities -0.09

Respect & social inclusion -0.20*
Attitude -0.25**
Social inclusion opportunities -0.11

Civic participation & employment -0.07
Civic participation -0.13
Employment -0.04

Communication & information -0.03
Information -0.10
Communication & digital devices 0.09

Community support & health services -0.07
Medical/social services -0.07
Emergency support 0.05
Burial service -0.17

Sense of Community
Need fulfilment 0.38*
Membership -0.05
Influence 0.20
Emotional connection 0.10
Total score 0.65

tPublic housing as the reference group
Significance levels at *p<0.05 and **p<0.01
Comparisons are adjusted for the effect of age groups and sub-district communities
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4.1.6. Sub-district Community Comparison

Table 4.10 shows the linear regression analysis comparing sub-district
communities, after adjusting for age groups (4 groups). HH had lower levels of
perceived age-friendliness across all eight domains, ranging from -0.55 in “civic
participation & employment” to -0.79 in “outdoor spaces & building” compared with
CW. Except for “respect & social inclusion”, CY also had lower levels of perceived
age-friendliness across all domains compared with CW, ranging from -0.27 in “social
participation” to -0.52 in “community support & health services”. Besides these two
sub-district communities, other three communities of TWS, DH and CH were found
to be less age-friendly than CW in different domains. For instance, TWS was
perceived as less age-friendly in “transportation” and “social participation”; DH in
“social participation”; CH in “outdoor spaces & buildings”, and DH and CH in
“community support & health services”. Only in “housing” domain was CW
perceived less age-friendly than another sub-community (TT).

Furthermore, subdomain analysis showed that CW was perceived as more age-
friendly than other sub-district communities in many areas. For example, CW is
perceived to be more age-friendly than six districts in “facilities and settings” (HH,
TWS, DH, SPK, CY & WTH) and “burial service” (HH, TWS, DH, CH, WTSE, &
CY). Similar results were found in other subdomains, in which CW were scored
higher than five districts in “building”, four districts in “road safety & maintenance”
and “emergency support”. Only four subdomains had similar perceived age-
friendliness compared with CW, which included “outdoor space”, “social activities”,
“social inclusion opportunities” and “civic participation”.

In terms of sense of community, the overall sense of community in CH, SPK
and TT were significantly better than CW. Moreover, TWS and SPK scored higher in
“need fulfillment”, whereas CH, SPK and WTSE scored higher in “membership”. All
sub-district communities had similar levels in “influence” and “emotional connection”.
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Table 4.10 Sub-district cluster comparison by linear regression analysis (Controlled with 4 age groups)

Coefficient}

HH TWS DH CH SPK TT WTSE CY WTH
Perceived Age-friendliness
Outdoor spaces & buildings -0.79** -0.21 -0.10 -0.45** -0.23 -0.04 -0.14 -0.42** 0.01
Outdoor spaces -0.25 -0.03 0.03 -0.18 -0.05 0.12 -0.05 -0.34** 0.11
Buildings -1.34** -0.39** -0.22 -0.73** -0.36* -0.21 -0.21 -0.51** -0.10
Transportation -0.63** -0.29** -0.24 -0.14 -0.22 0.08 -0.05 -0.37** -0.06
Road safety & maintenance -0.35* -0.33** -0.44* -0.17 -0.24 -0.05 -0.19 -0.39** -0.19
Specialized services availability -1.40** -0.60** -0.32 -0.29 -0.48 0.07 -0.25 -0.75** -0.10
Public transport, comfort to use -0.45** -0.25* -0.27 -0.14 -0.17 0.03 -0.09 -0.29* -0.07
Public transport, accessibility -0.64** -0.18 -0.00 -0.05 0.04 0.20 0.15 -0.29* 0.04
Housing -0.62** -0.09 -0.08 -0.16 -0.29 0.39* 0.15 -0.34* 0.18
Affordability & accessibility -0.87** -0.00 -0.28 0.13 -0.50* 0.51** 0.31 -0.28 0.35
Environment -0.37 -0.17 0.03 -0.43* -0.05 0.26 -0.01 -0.39** 0.00
Social participation -0.62** -0.21* -0.38* -0.06 -0.14 -0.03 -0.05 -0.27* -0.26
Facilities and settings -0.70** -0.31** -0.47** -0.28 -0.37* -0.19 -0.09 -0.36** -0.33*
Sacial activities -0.55** -0.12 -0.30 0.14 0.00 0.12 -0.03 -0.19 -0.19
Respect & social inclusion -0.59** -0.12 -0.15 -0.20 -0.30 0.04 0.02 -0.22 -0.02
Attitude -0.47** -0.15 -0.19 -0.17 -0.30 0.07 -0.02 -0.28* -0.01
Social inclusion opportunities -0.84** -0.09 -0.06 -0.28 -0.28 -0.03 0.09 -0.11 -0.06
Civic participation & employment -0.55** -0.25 -0.29 -0.22 0.04 -0.00 -0.01 -0.41** 0.04
Civic participation -0.57** -0.11 -0.04 0.28 -0.06 0.12 -0.13 -0.07 0.05
Employment -0.54** -0.29* -0.37 -0.38 0.12 -0.04 0.02 -0.53** 0.04
Communication & information -0.62** -0.18 -0.23 0.01 -0.24 0.07 0.01 -0.46** 0.04
Information -0.69** -0.17 -0.18 -0.00 -0.15 0.15 -0.03 -0.39** -0.03
Communication & digital devices -0.49* -0.21 -0.34 0.01 -0.19 -0.14 0.08 -0.61** 0.17
Community support & health services -0.70** -0.17 -0.34* -0.47** -0.13 0.10 -0.03 -0.52** -0.13
Medical/social services -0.53** -0.05 -0.28 -0.26 -0.02 0.20 0.14 -0.31* -0.06
Emergency support -0.92** -0.36* -0.37 -0.72** -0.50 0.08 -0.27 -1.16** -0.40
Burial service -1.28** -0.57** -0.68* -1.12** -0.45 -0.44 -0.53* -0.84** -0.27
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Coefficient}
HH TWS DH CH SPK TT WTSE CY WTH
Sense of Community

Need fulfillment -0.99** 0.59** 0.57 0.47 0.90** 0.52 0.45 0.01 0.57
Membership 0.21 0.21 0.29 0.84** 0.98** 0.23 0.58** 0.30 0.22
Influence -0.37 0.06 0.23 0.49 0.44 0.49 0.11 -0.13 0.40
Emotional connection -0.16 0.11 0.44 0.38 0.18 0.46 0.10 -0.15 0.13
Total score -1.20 1.07 1.64 2.30** 2.61** 1.82* 1.36 0.04 1.44

+CW as the reference group.
Significance levels at *p<0.05 and **p<0.01
Comparisons are adjusted for the effect of age groups (4 age groups)
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4.2. Focus Group Study

4.2.1 Participant characteristics

Five focus groups were conducted to collect residents’ opinions on the age-
friendliness of the Wong Tai Sin district. A total of 32 participants were recruited.
The majority (81.3%) of them were aged 60 or above and has been living in the
district for an average of 26.8 years. The sociodemographic characteristics of the
focus group participants are shown in Table 4.11.

Table 4.11 Sociodemographic characteristics of focus group participants

Characteristics N %
Gender

Male 9 28.1
Female 23 71.9
Age group

18-59 years 6 18.8
>60 years 26 81.3
Education

Nil / pre-primary 7 21.9
Primary 8 25.0
Secondary (F.1-3) 7 21.9
Secondary (F.4-7) 7 21.9
Post-secondary 3 9.3
Housing

Public housing 27 84.4
Home owner scheme housing 4 12.5
Private housing 1 3.1
Residence years (mean, SD) 26.8 17.4
Monthly personal income

No income 2 6.3
HK$1 to HK$5,999 20 62.5
HK$6,000 to HK$9,999 5 15.6
HK$10,000 to HK$19,999 2 6.3
HK$20,000 to HK$29,999 1 3.1
HK$30,000 to HK$59,999 1 3.1
>HK$60,000 0 0.0
Unknown/ reject 1 3.1

Findings from thematic analyses of the focus groups are presented for the eight
WHO Age-Friendly City framework domains, which are further grouped into three
areas, namely (1) physical environment; (2) social and cultural environment; and (3)
communication, community and health services. Most participants were content and
expressed a sense of belonging in the Wong Tai Sin district, and offered many

suggestions for further improvement.
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4.2.2 Physical Environment

WHO Domain 1: Outdoor Spaces and Buildings

(i)

(i)

(iii)

(iv)

Accessibility: participants complemented the WTS District Counsellors for
installing lifts across the district (e.g. at footbridges, malls, etc.) to enhance
accessibility over the past few years. However, there are several noticeable
areas that still lacked lifts, such as the Sheng Kung Hui Wong Tai Sin district
Elderly Centre. Similarly, participants also noted that there were several notable
footbridges in the WTS district where lifts often malfunctioned. These include
the footbridges across Choi Hung Road (32 #&), Tseuk Luk Street (E3t%1H),
and the one toward Tai Shing Wet market (K¢ H7). Participants also
shared that malfunctioned lifts often took 3 to 5 days to repair. These
malfunctioning lifts significantly limited the mobility and accessibility of
elderly and those with physical limitations.

Wet markets: participants criticised about the dwindling number of wet markets
made available to them. These wet markets gave way to new shopping malls,
forcing many participants to commute to the Tai Shing Street market to
purchase their daily groceries. Even though there are supermarket chain stores
available in these new malls, participants preferred going to the wet market for
its comparatively lower price and choices of goods.

Parks: in general, participants felt there were sufficient number of parks in the
WTS district for them to conduct leisure activities. However, they stated that
many existing parks do not have adequate covers or exercise facilities for the
elderly. They suggested for other parks in the district to model after Morse Park,
where there are sufficient covered and resting areas, as well as appropriate
exercise facilities for elderly.

Road conditions: many participants suggested for the government to install
pedestrian traffic lights in front of Tai Shing Street market as there are currently
no traffic lights. Participants described how many elderly found it challenging
to cross safely to and fro despite the zebra crossing, especially when carrying
large bags of groceries or when the weather is poor. Furthermore, participants
noted that many large lorries or trucks are parked along Tai Shing Street,
blocking the views of elderly in discerning whether there are oncoming cars.

Overall, participants opined that there were sufficient and age-friendly outdoor

spaces in the WTS district that enabled them to conduct their daily and leisure
activities relatively easily. However, suggestions were made in view of several
locations within the district that posed some risks to elderly residents.

WHO Domain 2: Transportation

(i)

Availability: participants commended on the extensive transportation system in
WTS district. Many found both intra-district and inter-district transport very
convenient. Participants were particularly pleased that bus routes are available
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for them to commute to and from the four major public hospitals within the
district. However, according to the opinion raised in the focus groups, there
were several bus lines that were run too infrequently, including Bus 2F (to Tsz
Wan Shan).

Accessibility: some participants suggested that installing only one lift at the
WTS MTR station was insufficient to meet the demands of passengers. Many of
them have to walk extensive distances without cover in order to reach the lift.
On buses however, participants showed appreciation in the accessibility ramps
that enabled those with mobility limitations to navigate on and off buses easier.
Safety: participants expressed that minibuses in the district are typically driven
with high speed. These caused safety concerns for elderly participants, many of
whom stated that they were apprehensive in taking minibuses.

Traffic lights: participants identified several pedestrian crossings where light
signals were deemed to change too quickly, resulting in insufficient time for
elderly to cross the road. One of these locations was the crossing outside of
WTS MTR station exit C2 on Ching Tak Street.

Overall, participants complemented on both intra-district and inter-district

transportation in the WTS district. They viewed the existing transportation system as
very convenient and one that enabled them to commute easily.

WHO Domain 3: Housing

(i)

(i)

Maintenance: although participants noted that there are regular inspectors and
maintenance workers to conduct building upkeep, the paint on the outsides of
the building as well as their homes fall off regularly. Water leakages are also
common occurrence for many of the participants. Participants living in public
rental housing stated that while basic renovation services are available to
residents, many of them have to turn to private renovation companies for more
advanced work. For example, some participants said that while Housing
Authority helped replaced their older toilets, additional leakages with new
toilets are not covered. Consequently, participants have to pay private plumbers
out of their own pockets to resolve these problems. This has added considerable
financial stress to participants.

Accessibility: participants appreciated additional lifts that were added to older
buildings, such as Kam Hon House (&:£f#), Kam Wah House(s:#£14), and
Kam Pik House(£:2244#) of the Choi Hung Estate. However, participants did
note that the lift installations made the lobbies of these estates very hot and
stuffy. Moreover, participants noted that in many buildings in the WTS district,
there are ledges in the front doors that pose considerable barriers to wheelchair
users. These can be modified by installing small ramps. When asked whether
they anticipate to be able to age in place even if their physical mobility
deteriorate, participants were most concerned with the size of their current
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bathrooms. Many noted that it would be quite impossible to enter the bathrooms
in wheelchairs.

Safety: Some stated that these security guards helped them responsible and very
friendly. However, participants also noted that as more and more elderly
become forgetful, they worried about home safety because most homes still use
gas-powered cooking stoves.

Recreational facilities: participants found that there are sufficient ‘green spaces’
and recreational facilities within public rental housing estates for them to
conduct leisure activities. They were particularly appreciative of the covered
areas in these areas where they can meet with neighbours and friends right
outside their estates without having to worry about the weather.

Overall, participants were quite satisfactory with the housing conditions in the

WTS district. They were appreciative of the efforts that the government has made in
modifying their houses (e.g. installing lifts) that made their housing environment
more age-friendly. However, participants did point out the need for more support and
information in home modifications should their needs arise as they continue to age.

4.2.3 Social and Cultural Environment

WHO Domain 4: Social Participation

(i)

(i)

Availability: participants complemented on the availability of interest classes
and social gatherings made available to them in the WTS district. They typically
join these classes via DECCs, NECs, and NGOs. There were also ample
volunteering opportunities in the WTS district.

Diversity: participants also complemented on the diversity of interest classes for
WTS elderly residents, including but not limited to singing, drawing and
computer lessons. Participants also stated that they are active participants of
activities organized by the Social Welfare Department and/or the WTS DC.

Overall, participants complemented the range of activities and opportunities

made available to elderly residents in the WTS district to participate.

WHO Domain 5: Respect and Social Inclusion

(i)

(i)

Positive attitude: participants complemented on several district councillors on
their positive attitudes and proactive manner in assisting elderly residents in
their daily matters. Several elderly participants described instances where
councillors responded to their enquiries very fast. Participants expressed that
they felt like their needs are truly heard on the district level.

Friendliness: participants also complimented on bus drivers within the WTS
district. Some described examples where bus drivers would purposely alight the
bus to assist elderly to board buses and smile while doing so. Participants
expressed that they felt very respected on these occasions. Furthermore,
participants, especially those living in Choi Hung Estate complimented the
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security guards. Many found the security guards of the Estate very responsible,
helpful, and friendly.

Priority seats: participants had mixed feelings when it came to priority seats.
While some stated that younger people generally cede their priority seats to
elderly residents, many participants also described instances where younger
passengers would not voluntarily cede their seats to elderly passengers on the
MTR or buses.

Cultural segregation: participants noted that there are growing numbers of new
arrivals from Mainland China as well as South Asian ethnic minorities residing
in the WTS district. While this phenomenon is not problematic in itself,
participants did note that there are trust issues among these different population
groups. Participants expressed that different cultural values and practices (e.g.
queuing) can sometimes lead to misunderstanding and conflict among residents.
Participants also noted that newer residents in the district are comparatively less
friendly. Participants suggested for centres to organize inter-cultural or
intergenerational activities for district residents and neighbours to get to know
each other better.

Neighbourhood cohesion: participants had positive experiences with neighbours.
Since many of them have lived in the WTS district for decades, they knew their
neighbours well. These positive neighbour relations are an important source of
social support and comfort. Participants described how in times when they fell
sick, their neighbours would voluntarily help purchase groceries for them. Some
participants even gave an extra key to their trustworthy neighbours in case of
emergency. However, unlike a few decades ago where people used to open their
front doors, participants noted that people now, especially newcomers to the
district, are much more guarded and private. Even so, participants noted that
their neighbours are generally friendly and helpful.

Overall, participants were positive toward WTS’s social inclusion and respect.

Yet, it was suggested that more public education campaigns aimed at enhancing
intergenerational harmony and promoting mutual care amongst neighbours can be
implemented in the district to improve overall inclusion and respect.

WHO Domain 6: Civic Participation & Employment

(i)

(i)

Availability: participants complemented on the availability of volunteering
opportunities in the WTS district. Typical volunteering activities include home
visits, mail delivery, accompany other elderly to health clinics, and contacting
DECC members. Some participants also note that there are volunteering
opportunities for district councillors.

Training: participants appreciated the training that was given to them prior to
their volunteering activities. Training on home safety, health literacy and
communication skills were to many participants very useful not only for service
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recipients but also for themselves. Participants therefore found these training
sessions and volunteering activities beneficial to themselves.

Diverse platforms: there are considerable channels to which elderly participants
can express their opinions and voices in the WTS district. For example, some
participants regularly attend seminars and district meetings organized by
various political parties, where their opinions and views are elicited. While
participants said they will attend these meetings, they are reluctant to be pulled
into any political parties including registering their names and phone numbers
on rosters under any one political party. Participants also approach district
councillors to express their views and opinions.

Dearth of employment opportunities: while elderly participants complimented
on the availability of volunteer opportunities in the district, they expressed that
there are very few employment activities for elderly residents in the district.

Overall, participants expressed that there are a variety of channels for civic

participation and engagement. Contrarily, there are very limited employment
opportunities for elderly residents.

4.2.4 Communication, Community and Health Services

WHO Domain 7: Communication & Information

(i)

(i)

Accessibility: most participants opined that they obtain information at DECCs
and NGOs via newsletters, monthly meetings, and interactions with centre
social workers. However, participants commented that little is known beyond
the centre itself (e.g. centre-based activities, events, etc.). They raised the need
for a centralized system within WTS district where they can obtain all relevant
information pertinent to elderly events, seminars, services, and activities on a
daily basis.

Usability: Participants also shared that much of the information leaflets and
other relevant information usually require the elderly to physically go to various
departments (e.g. cultural and leisure department) or centres to sign up for
activities or obtain further information. This is relatively inconvenient for many
participants. Participants were particularly concerned about singleton elderly in
the district who are less active in the community since it is unlikely that these
elderly are able to obtain information without physically leaving their residence.

Overall, information accessibility was deemed adequate in the district insofar as

elderly are members of DECCs, NECs or NGOs. Participants commented that they
would like a consolidation of all available district activities and on-going district
affairs made available in a centralized open access platform. Interestingly, those
living in PRH units were likely to access and receive more information compared
with residents living in private housing units.

33



Jockey Club Age-friendly City Project
Baseline Assessment Report (Wong Tai Sin District)

WHO Domain 8: Community Support & Health Services

(i)

(i)

(iii)

(iv)

(v)

(vi)

(vii)

Availability: in terms of general medical service provision, participants said that
they have quite a reasonable range of choices. Enabled by the medical voucher
system, they can choose from numerous private clinics. In terms of publically
funded health services, participants typically go to Our Lady Maryknoll
Hospital, TWGHs Wong Tai Sin Hospital, Robert Black General outpatient
clinic, and Wu York Yu General outpatient clinic and the general clinic
operated by Sik Sik Yuen for general outpatient medical consultation.
Accessibility: participants found it very difficult to navigate the General Out-
patient Clinic Telephone Appointment System when they wanted to make
appointments with district-based clinics or hospitals. Participants also stated that
even though they managed to navigate the telephone system, appointments are
always full. As a result, many are resolved to waking up early in the morning to
queue for outpatient medical service, which typically take hours before they can
receive medical care.

A&E service provision: elderly participants consistently lamented the lack of
Accidents and Emergency Departments (A&E) among existing hospitals in
WTS.

Affordability: participants stated that the medical vouchers expanded their
choices of medical care considerably. However, some types of medical care
such as dental services remain too costly for elderly residents. Furthermore,
those who are eligible to apply for subsidies from the Community Care Fund
alleged that dental services rendered by dentists are rather substandard.

Queuing time: while NGO-run health clinics are available (e.g. Sik Sik Yuen),
the queuing time was particularly long. Participants alleged that some elderly
would get up as early as 4 a.m. to start queuing outside the centre in hopes to
receive the soonest medical care as possible. However, they typically queue up
in areas without covers or benches. As a result, many unwell elderly end up
standing for hours for medical care.

Medical voucher: some participants expressed concern that some elderly
residents in the district do not know how to use medical vouchers. They pointed
out in particular that there are some doctors in the district who purposely
charged higher consultation fees to elderly with medical vouchers.

Banks: participants complained about the diminishing number of banks in the
district. They explained that several banks that were previously in Choi Hung
Estate were all dismantled and instead replaced by ATM machines in MTR
stations. Thus, participants had to go down to the MTR station to withdraw
money. Furthermore, participants noted that the banks within these MTR
stations always have long queues but without any seats. Therefore, to some who
have mobility limitations, withdrawing cash have become a considerable
challenge.
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Although there were many areas identified as needing improvement, especially
the lack of A&E services in the WTS district, participants also commended on the
considerable range of medical health services made available to them in the district.

5. CONCLUCSION

Wong Tai Sin is one of the oldest districts in Hong Kong, with 17.2% of
residents aged 65 or older. Despite having identified areas for improvement, the
district has overall achieved significant accomplishments and progress toward
building an age-friendly community. In particular, the Wong Tai Sin DC, existing
DECCs, NECs, and NGOs have put forth considerable efforts in enhancing the age-
friendliness of the district, whether through improving its hardware (e.g. installing no-
barrier lifts at footbridges, or installing ramps in buildings), or improving its software
(e.g. implementing health talks to promote active ageing). These organisations and
institutions have together with their elderly members participated in a wide range of
age-friendly related activities that in turn, formed a solid foundation upon which
future age-friendly endeavours are built.

Overall, our survey found that participants perceived the Wong Tai Sin district
to be age-friendly in general. Among the eight domains, “social participation” scored
the highest, followed by “transportation”, “respect & social inclusion”, and “outdoor
spaces & buildings”. In line with the asset based community development approach,
these are assets within the WTS district that can be continually harness and optimized
for district residents of all ages to enjoy . On the other hand, more resources can be
allocated toward improving “community support & health services”.

To improve the overall age-friendliness of “community support & health
services”, focus group participants suggested for more assistance in making medical
appointments. One viable method may be to train up more “health ambassadors”
within the WTS District to assist those in need to make medical appointments and to
accompany them to medical appointments. This will also help with reducing the need
for elderly to physically travel to clinics in hopes to consult a doctor.

To improve the age-friendliness of “outdoor space & buildings” and
“transportation”, suggestions were made in response to several ‘hazard spots’ such as
the need for installing a zebra-crossing in front of Tai Shing Street market, and the
need to installing more ramps in public buildings.

While access to information was regarded to be relatively easy insofar as elderly
residents are members of DECCs, participants noted that there is a considerable
number of singleton elderly who live by themselves, and who are socially isolated in
the WTS District. They suggested for more resources to be put into outreaching
initiatives to ensure the wellbeing of these elderly. Other possible methods include
distributing pamphlets on relevant district or elderly information to mail boxes
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regardless of membership. Participants also expressed their desire for an accessible
centralized platform that can provide all relevant elderly information such as health
seminars, policy amendments, social events, and so forth, within the District for them
to peruse.

Furthermore, because of the changing composition of the district, with
increasing number of new arrivals and ethnic minorities, participants suggested for
DECCs or NGOs to organize inter-cultural or intergenerational activities for district
residents and neighbours to get to know each other better.

Lastly, while participants articulated their needs enthusiastically during focus
groups and ambassador training sessions, elderly residents in the Wong Tai Sin
district has yet to form an organized platform (e.g. an elderly concern group) to
regularly and systematically represent and communicate their needs with other
stakeholders in the district. It may be beneficial for district elderly residents to do so.

To conclude, there is a good general sense of community and perceived age-
friendliness in the Wong Tai Sin district as found in this baseline assessment. Future
work to move the district to become more age-friendly should leverage on the sense
of membership and emotional connectedness in the district, strengthen the sense of
influence and need fulfilment, to include older adults in implementing age-friendly
work in the specific areas of improvements as outlined above.
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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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