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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Initiated and funded by The Hong Kong Jockey Club Charities Trust, the Hong
Kong Jockey Club Age-Friendly City Project aims to move Hong Kong towards an
age-friendly city. This report describes the baseline assessment work done in the
Eastern 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 Eastern 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
591 questionnaire surveys were collected from the four sub-district communities of (1)
North Point, Quarry Bay; (2) Tai Koo; (3) Shau Kei Wan; and (4) Heng Fa Chuen and
Chai Wan. A total of five focus groups 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 privately owned flat, 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 Eastern 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 (86.2%) used services or participated in activities provided by
elderly centres. Tai Koo residents reported the highest level of perceived age-
friendliness and sense of community compared to those living in the other three sub-
district communities. Participants residing in private housing had significantly
lower score in "affordability & accessibility" in housing domain, but higher score
in "need fulfilment” 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 (“AFC”) 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 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 Eastern district in
preparing to become more age-friendly.

2.2 District Characteristics

The Eastern district is a diverse district mixed with commercial buildings and
residential areas. With an area of 1,900 hectares®, the Eastern district comprises 32
sub-areas that can be categorized into four meaningful sub-district communities,
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namely (1) North Point and Quarry Bay Jb 78 5 il % /; (2) Tai Koo & ti; (3) Shau
Kei Wan &%, and (4) Heng Fa Chuen and Chai Wan 75 £ 42/,

==

According to the Hong Kong Census and Statistics Department *, the population
of the Eastern district is approximately 555,034, which is around 7.6% of the total
population of Hong Kong and making it the fourth densest district in the city. The
proportion of elderly population aged 65 years or above was 16.6% of the total district
population. The district ranks third among other districts in its percentage of elderly
population, and is higher than the Hong Kong average of 15.9%.

Table 2.1 shows the domestic household characteristics of the Eastern district.
According to the 2016 Hong Kong Population By-Census °, the total number of
domestic households in the Eastern district was 187,134 while the average household
size was 2.9. Among these district residents, approximately 62.6% (n= 309,155)
participated in the labour force. The median monthly domestic household income was
HK$29,830.

Table 2.1 Domestic household characteristics of Eastern district in 2016

Total number of domestic households 187,134
Average household size 2.9

Type of housing, Private Permanent Housing (2011) ® 64.2%
Median monthly domestic household income HK$29,830
Median monthly domestic household rent HK$3,000
Median monthly domestic household mortgage and loan repayment HK$11,500

There is a mixed composition in terms of housing type in the Eastern district.
64.2% of Eastern district residents live in private permanent housing ¢. At the same
time, there are a total of 16 and 24 housing estates for public rental housing (“PRH”)
and home ownership scheme (“HOS”) respectively . Accounting for all types of
housing, 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: 4
district elderly community centres (“DECCs”)®and 12 neighbourhood elderly centres
(“NECs”)?, 1 public hospital™, 5 general outpatient clinics'* and 1 elderly health care
centre 2,

Overall, the Eastern district has reasonably good services and facilities
provision for district residents. For medical provision, Pamela Youde Nethersole
Eastern Hospital under the Hong Kong East cluster of Hospital Authority is the major
hospital serving residents in Eastern district. The well-established transportation
network in the district, including MTR, buses, trams and minibuses, made it
convenient for residents to commute. The district also contains sports grounds, large
shopping arcades, youth development centres, and recreational facilities, all of which
fulfil different needs of Eastern district residents.
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2.3 Previous Age-friendly City Work in the District

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

Eastern district participated in the " fEEH &I TFHEEF L=Z1H1E | (“Age-
Friendly Hong Kong”) project which was led by The Hong Kong Council of Social
Service (“HKCSS™) since 2012". Under HK Electric Centenary Trust’s
encouragement of lifelong learning and volunteerism among the local retired
population, and the promotion of AFC concept by HKCSS, a concern group " 3 E 5
EEELELEREL |, (translated herein as the “Concern Group for Elderly
Friendly Community in the Eastern district” or “The Concern Group”) was formed by
four NGOs and around 20 elderly residents in the Eastern district in November 2013.
The Concern Group meets on a regular basis to discuss items pertinent to age-
friendliness of the district and had 18 meetings since 2013. They reviewed the district
environment, hygiene, facilities, bus and tram services and arranged eight sessions to
collect opinions directly from the residents. The Concern Group used the data
collected to write up several position papers and met with District Councillors
recurrently to reflect their opinions and proposed suggestions to the Eastern DC.

The Concern Group also sent letters to related public transportation service
providers (e.g. Citibus) and the Food and Environmental Hygiene Department to
reflect the district’s concern and request on developing age-friendly transportation
facilities and environment in the community.

NGOs in Eastern district are also actively initiating and implementing a number
of programmes and projects aimed to enhance the district’s age-friendliness. These
include the " & HEEEHLZ1E | =& (“Like Age Friendly Community Hong
Kong East” Project), and the " & #f & = ZFE 4 5+ & | (translated herein as
“Neighbourhood Support for The Elderly”) organized by the Hong Kong Young
Women’s Christian Association (“YWCA”); and " & « %5 | (“Love without
Barrier”) organized by the Tung Wah Group of Hospitals with the support of HSBC
Community Partnership Programme - Bringing People Together. The YWCA also
mobilized volunteers to conduct home modification services for district elderly
residents whose homes are subpar. These projects aimed to enhance elderly’s
technological skills, and to bring both elderly and young people together to promote
respect and care to the elderly in the district, and to improve intergenerational
harmony *°.

Similarly, the Tung Wah Group of Hospitals Fong Shu Chuen District Elderly
Community Centre has been organizing various volunteer development and

7
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community education programmes for elderly residents in Eastern district. These
programs aim to empower local senior volunteers to serve in the community as well
as to promote understanding, acceptance and respect to the elders. With the aim to
make Eastern district the first dementia friendly district in Hong Kong, the Tung Wah
Group of Hospitals implemented a 3-year program, the " ZZ 41 FHRIE | =&
(“Dementia Friendly Everywhere!” Project) from September 2015 to enhance
understanding and care for dementia elderly, and provide training and support for the
caretaker *°.

In February 2017, the Hong Kong Society for the Aged Eastern district Elderly
Community Centre also started " £/ & 81t [E]{T | (“Dementia Community Support
Scheme”™), a two-year pilot scheme funded by Community Care Fund to enhance
support services for elderly with mild to moderate dementia or cognitive impairment.
The project adopts the medical-social collaboration model, and involved social
workers, nurses, occupational therapists and physiotherapists. A series of training will
be provided to the participants to enhance their cognitive and functional level,
improve quality of life, and to relieve caretaker’s burden and stress *'.

Overall, it is evident that NGOs, elderly district residents, and the DC in the
Eastern district are actively pursuing projects and initiatives aimed at promoting the
concept of age-friendliness and improving community environment. The vitality of
“bottom-up” approaches is duly noted. The cooperation between NGOs, and district
residents play an important role in facilitating the Eastern district to become more
age-friendly.

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 four sub-district communities in the Eastern 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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Participants recruited for the questionnaire survey were usual residents in the
Eastern 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 four meaningful sub-district communities
(Table 3.1). 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 Eastern district

Sub-district communities

Constituency Areas

North Point, Quarry Bay
Jbrs - @R (NQ)

Braemar Hill & & 1]
Fortress Hill {2 &1L
City Garden 3 i (L&
Provident f1&

Fort Street &g

Kam Ping $% 5%

Tanner 12

Healthy Village {# 5t

Tai Koo & (TK)

Tai Koo Shing (East & West) K i (B8 5 75)
Lei King Wan {8

Mount Parker fHZ2 1]

Quarry Bay fll # )i

Nam Fung 552

Kornhill g#t&

Kornhill Garden 1]

Hing Tung HFLER

Shau Kei Wan F & (SKW)

Aldrich Bay /&
Shau kei wan & & &
A Kung Ngam [ /45
Sai Wan Ho pg&;H]

Yiu Tung (Lower & Upper) ¥&5 (& T)

Heng Fa Chuen, Chai Wan
AT R 52 (HO)

Heng Fa Chuen (LS
Tsui Wan 3

Yan Lam fii&2

Siu Sai Wan /N5 &
King Yee =&

Wan Tsui ¥53

Fei Tsui 253

Hing Man i
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Lok Hong #4J
Tsui Tak 2=

Yue Wan )&
Kai Hiu {FH%

The study aimed to recruit a total of 500 participants comprising primarily

elderly residents aged 60 or above, as well as residents aged between 18 and 59. The
study recruited participants from multiple sources including DECCs, NECs, relevant
NGOs, 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):

(i)

(i)

(i)

(iv)

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 .

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 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 outdoor spaces and buildings; transportation;
housing; social participation; respect and social inclusion, civic participation
and employment; communication and information; and community support and
health services.

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 %%,

10
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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.

3.2. Focus Group

A total of five focus groups comprising 34 participants were conducted in the
Eastern 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 . 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 group interviews were
audio-recorded and transcribed verbatim.

4. RESULTS

4.1. Questionnaire Survey
4.1.1.Participants Characteristics

A total of 591 participants were recruited. They represented residents in the sub
district communities of North Point and Quarry Bay (22.2 %), Tai Koo (25.2%), Shau
Kei Wan (18.8%), and Heng Fa Chuen and Chai Wan (33.8%) (Table 4.1).

Table 4.1 Number of survey participants in the four sub-district communities of the
Eastern district

Sub-district communities N %

North Point, Quarry Bay 1675 » ffllfF (NQ) 131 22.2
Tai Koo &Kty (TK) 149 25.2
Shau Kei Wan F & & (SKW) 111 18.8
Heng Fa Chuen, Chai Wan 7551 2 458 (HC) 200 33.8
Total 591 100.0

Participants’ sociodemographic characteristics are summarized in Table 4.2.
Majority (74.8%) of participants were female and aged 65 or above (75.0%). Of all
participants, nearly half (46.9%) are married with secondary education or above

11
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(58.8%). In terms of employment status and living arrangement, 58.7% are in their
retirement while nearly half are either living alone or living with their spouse only
(47.1%), and 13.8% of them are living with domestic helper. About one in six
participants was a caregiver (16.8%). Among these self-identified caregivers, 17.3%,
and 63.3% were providing care for children, and older persons respectively. Although
majority (54.3%) of them had either no income or having a monthly personal income
below HK$6,000, only 15.3% reported insufficient funds to meet daily expenses.

Table 4.2 Sociodemographic characteristics of questionnaire survey participants

Total NQ TK SKW HC

n % n % n % n % n %
Gender
Male 149 252 41 313 37 248 25 225 46 23.0
Female 442 748 90 68.7 112 752 86 77.5 154 77.0
Age Group
18-49 years 89 151 15 115 29 195 17 153 28 140
50-64 years 59 10.0 20 153 17 114 9 81 13 65
65-79 years 263 445 71 542 66 443 51 459 75 375
=80 years 180 305 25 19.1 37 248 34 306 84 420
Marital Status
Never married 89 151 18 137 24 161 18 162 29 145
Married 277 469 66 504 82 550 41 369 88 44.0
Widowed 197 333 37 282 36 242 46 141 78 39.0
Divorced/ separated 28 47 10 77 7 47 6 54 5 25
Education
Nil / pre-primary 115 195 8 6.1 17 114 23 20.7 67 335
Primary 128 21.7 24 183 29 195 23 20.7 52 26.0
Secondary (F.1-3) 87 147 20 153 25 168 15 135 27 135
Secondary (F.4-7) 102 173 32 244 32 215 19 171 19 95
Diploma 47 80 14 107 9 6.0 13 117 11 55
Associate degree 8 14 1 08 2 13 3 27 2 10

Bachelor degree or above 104 176 32 244 35 235 15 135 22 11.0

Employment status

Working 109 185 20 155 35 235 18 16.2 36 181
Unemployed 9 15 3 23 2 13 2 18 2 10
Retired 345 58.7 87 674 87 584 68 61.3 103 51.8
Homemakers 116 19.7 17 132 22 148 21 189 56 281
Students 9 15 2 16 3 20 2 18 2 10
Living arrangement

Living alone 146 247 28 214 26 174 35 315 57 28.6
With spouse only 132 224 31 237 36 242 22 198 43 216
Spouse & other family 121 205 30 229 41 275 17 153 33 16.6
members

With children / 108 183 22 168 23 154 20 18.0 43 216

grandchildren
With other family members 74 125 17 130 21 141 14 126 22 11.1
12
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Total NQ TK SKW HC

n % n % n % n % n %

With others 9 15 3 23 2 13 3 27 1 05
Living with domestic 61 138 23 223 24 195 5 67 9 6.3
helper

Participant is a caregiver 99 168 23 176 27 181 17 153 32 16.0
Elderlyt 62 633 18 783 16 59.3 11 64.7 17 5438
People with disability 3 31 0 00 1 37 0O 00 2 65
Childrent 17 173 3 130 4 148 2 118 8 258
Others¥ 16 163 2 87 6 222 4 235 4 129
Finance

Very insufficient 1 19 3 23 2 13 1 09 5 25
Insufficient 79 134 8 61 11 74 13 11.7 47 236
Sufficient 341 578 63 48.1 87 584 74 66.7 117 58.6

More than sufficient

Abundant

141 239 49 374 43 289 22 198 27 136
18 31 8 61 6 40 1 09 3 15

Monthly personal income

No income

HK$1 to HK$5,999
HK$6,000 to HK$9,999

22 37 10 76 5 34 2 18 5 25
299 50.6 47 359 62 416 65 58.6 125 62.5
58 98 21 160 13 87 7 63 17 85

HK$10,000 to HK$19,999 82 139 23 176 25 168 14 126 20 100
HK$20,000 to HK$29,999 33 56 6 46 11 74 6 54 10 5.0
HK$30,000 to HK$59,999 25 42 8 61 9 60 3 27 5 25

>HK$60,000

72 122 16 122 24 161 14 126 18 9.0

1 Multiple responses allowed

Residence characteristics of participants are summarized in Table 4.3. The
average years of residence in the district was 26 years (SD=14.2). In terms of housing
type, 61.8% of participants lived in private housing and 53.6% 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 25.7. Most
(95.8%) of these buildings have elevators, but nearly one-quarter (24.2%) of the
participants are living in a building that requires the use of stairs to go out.

Table 4.3 Residence characteristics

Total NQ TK SKW HC

n % n % n % n % n %

Residence years
(mean, SD)

26.0 142 290 153 242 110 257 166 256 14.0

Housing, N (%0)
Public rental
Private, rental
Private, owned
Others

185 313 2 15 23 154 40 36.0 120 60.0
23 39 8 61 5 34 5 45 5 25
365 618 117 893 119 799 56 505 73 36.5
18 30 4 31 2 13 10 90 2 1.0

Age of building

13
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Total NQ TK SKW HC
n % n % n % n % n %
=10 years 24 41 4 3.1 3 2.0 3 27 14 7.0
11-20 years 116 19.7 6 46 26 174 43 387 41 20.6
21-30 years 134 227 18 137 37 248 27 243 52 26.1
= 31 years 316 536 103 786 83 557 38 342 92 46.2

Building environment
No. of floors (mean, 257 104 227 81 272 96 246 113 271 113

SD)
With elevator 566 95.8 127 96.9 146 98.0 94 847 199 995
Need to take stairs 143 242 43 328 34 228 34 306 32 16.0

The self-reported health status of the participants is presented in Table 4.4. Half
of the participants (50.3%) rated their health as good or above (mean=3.3, SD=1.0).
Around one-quarter of the participants (24.7%) had to walk with assistive devices
such as canes, walkers, or wheelchairs. Nearly half (47.0%) 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 (86.2%) have used services or participated
in activities provided by elderly centres.

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

Total NQ TK SKW HC

n % n % n % n % n %

Self-rated health

Excellent 25 42 6 46 3 20 5 45 11 55
Very good 112 190 30 229 25 168 14 126 43 215
Good 160 27.1 31 237 52 349 37 333 40 20.0
Fair 245 415 56 427 60 403 41 369 88 440
Poor 49 83 8 61 9 60 14 126 18 9.0
Mean score (mean, SD) 33 10 32 10 33 09 34 10 33 11
Walk with assistive 146 247 16 122 29 195 35 315 66 33.0
device*

Volunteer in elderly 278 470 85 649 68 456 54 486 71 355
centres

User of elderly centres¥ 406 86.2 101 953 92 836 79 88.8 134 80.7

*Cane, walker, or wheelchair
TApplicable only to participants aged 60 years or above

In terms of participants’ ageing-in-place intention (Table 4.5), 77.4% 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 (12.3%) 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
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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 29.1%, and half
(50.0%) of the participants expected at least 50% chance of moving.

Table 4.5 Residential care service use expectation in 5 yearst

Total NQ TK SKW HC
n % n % n % n % n %

If health remains the same

0% 364 774 84 80.0 80 727 67 75.3 133 80.1
10% 16 34 4 38 2 18 2 22 8 48
20% 11 23 2 19 3 27 4 45 2 1.2
30% 16 34 2 19 6 55 2 22 6 36
40% 6 13 2 19 2 18 0 00 2 12
50% 28 60 8 76 10 91 5 56 5 30
60% 4 09 1 10 1 09 1 11 1 0.6
70% 6 13 1 10 2 18 2 22 1 0.6
80% 4 09 0 00 O 00 2 22 1 06
90% 8 17 O 00 1 09 3 34 4 24
100% 7 15 1 10 3 27 1 11 2 12
If health worsens

0% 136 29.1 38 36,5 30 275 19 213 49 295
10% 33 71 10 96 7 64 5 56 11 6.6
20% 2 47 7 67 5 46 2 22 8 438
30% 29 62 4 38 3 28 3 34 19 114
40% 14 30 4 38 1 09 5 56 4 24
50% 115 246 26 25.0 33 303 20 225 36 21.7
60% 14 30 O 00 6 55 6 67 2 12
70% 27 58 4 38 6 55 10 112 7 42
80% 24 51 4 38 4 37 5 56 11 6.6
90% 17 36 2 19 5 46 6 67 4 24
100% 37 79 5 48 9 83 8 90 15 9.0

TApplicable only to participants aged 60 years or above

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).
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Figure 4.1 Perceived age-friendliness by sub-district communities
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As illustrated in Figure 4.1, participants perceived the Eastern district to be age-
friendly in general. Among the eight domains, the highest score was observed in the
“social participation” domain (mean= 4.4), followed by “transportation” (4.3),
“outdoor spaces & buildings” (4.2), and “respect & social inclusion” (4.1). The
domain with the lowest score was “community support & health services” (3.7).

As shown in Table 4.6, perceived age-friendliness varied across subdomains:
“road safety & maintenance” and “accessibility of public transport” were rated the
highest among all subdomains in “transportation” (4.5) but “availability of specialized
services” was rated the lowest (3.9). “Housing” was perceived as less age-friendly
than other domains, with lower scores (3.6 and 3.9 respectively) in subdomains
“housing affordability & accessibility” and “environment”. In terms of “respect and
social inclusion”, “attitude” (4.2) was rated higher than “social inclusion opportunities”
(3.9). Similar results were found in “civic participation and employment”, where
“civic participation” was rated higher (4.3) than “employment” (3.9). “Community
support & health services” have relatively polarized results within different
subdomains, with “medical/social service” (4.1) scoring the highest and “burial
service” (2.5) scoring the lowest. Few variances were 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 4.4.
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Table 4.6 Perceived age-friendliness across subdomains

Total NQ TK SKW HC

Outdoor spaces & buildings 42 (0.7) 39 (0.7) 44 (0.7) 41 (0.6) 4.2 (0.8)
Outdoor spaces 43 (0.8) 3.9 (0.8) 45 (0.8) 43 (0.7 4.4 (0.8)
Buildings 41 (0.8) 39 (0.8) 42 (0.7) 3.9 (0.7) 40 (0.9
Transportation 43 (0.6) 44 (0.6) 44 (0.6) 43 (0.5 43 (0.7)
Road safety & maintenance 45 (0.8) 44 (0.8) 46 (0.8) 46 (0.7) 45 (0.8)
Specialized services availability 3.9 (1.1) 3.8 (1.1) 38 (1.1) 40 (1.0) 40 (1.1)
Public transport, comforttouse 4.3 (0.8) 4.2 (0.8) 43 (0.7) 43 (0.6) 4.2 (0.8)
Public transport, accessibility 45 (0.7) 46 (0.7) 46 (0.6) 46 (0.6) 4.4 (0.8)
Housing 38 (1.0) 3.6 (09 38 (09 38 (1.0) 39 (1.0
Affordability & accessibility 36 (1.1) 32 (11) 35 (11) 38 (1.2) 3.8 (1.1
Environment 39 (1.0) 39 (1.0) 40 (099 39 (1.00 3.9 (1.0
Social participation 44 (0.8) 44 (0.7) 43 (08) 43 (0.7) 43 (0.8)
Facilities and settings 44 (0.8) 45 (0.8) 44 (0.8) 44 (0.7) 45 (0.8)
Social activities 43 (0.8) 44 (0.8) 42 (0.8) 43 (0.7) 42 (0.9
Respect & social inclusion 41 (0.8) 41 (09) 41 (0.8 41 (0.8) 41 (0.8)
Attitude 42 (0.8) 42 (09 42 (08) 4.2 (0.8) 42 (0.8)
Social inclusion opportunities 39 (1.0) 39 (1.1) 39 (1.1) 3.8 (0.9 4.0 (1.0
Civic participation & 40 (09) 40 (1.0) 4.0 (0.8) 4.0 (0.8) 4.0 (0.8
employment

Civic participation 43 (1.0) 44 (11) 42 (1.0) 43 (09 43 (1.0
Employment 39 (09 38 (1.1) 4.0 (09 4.0 (0.9 39 (0.9
Communication & information 4.0 (0.8) 4.1 (0.8) 41 (0.7) 39 (08) 41 (0.8
Information 41 (09) 42 (09 41 (08) 4.0 (0.9 41 (0.8
Communication & digital 40 (1.0) 41 (09 40 (09 39 (10 39 (1.0
devices

Community support & health 3.7 (0.8) 3.6 (0.8) 3.8 (0.8) 38 (0.7) 3.7 (0.8)
services

Medical/social services 41 (0.9) 40 (09 41 (09 4.2 (0.8) 4.0 (0.9
Emergency support 3.7 (1.2) 36 (1.3) 3.7 (1.2) 36 (1.2) 38 (L2
Burial service 25 (1.2) 22 (11) 27 (1.2) 23 (1.0) 26 (1.2)

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).

4.1.3. Sense of Community

Sense of community in the Eastern 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 29.4 (SD=4.3), ranging from 29.0 (SKW) to 29.7 (TK)
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across the four sub-district communities. Overall, “the sense of membership” scored
highest (7.8), followed by “emotional connectedness” (7.4), “needs fulfillment” (7.3),
and lastly “sense of influence in their community” (6.8).

Among the four sub-district communities, the total score of sense of community
was highest in TK, followed by NQ, HC and lowest in SKW. “Needs fulfillment” was
found highest in NQ and TK (7.5) but poor in SKW (7.1). “Sense of membership”
was strongest in NQ and TK (7.9), while the “sense of influence in their community”
was strongest in TK and HC (6.9). “Emotional connectedness” appeared similar
across all sub-district communities (7.4-7.5).

Table 4.7 Sense of community

Total NQ TK SKW HC
Need fulfillment 73 (14 75 (13) 75 (13) 71 (14) 72 (15
Membership 78 (13) 79 (10 79 (@@3) 7.7 (13) 17 (14
Influence 68 (14) 6.7 (14) 69 (14 68 (1.3) 69 (14
Emotional connection 74 (1.3) 75 (12) 74 (13) 74 (13) 74 (14)
Total score 29.4 (43) 29.6 (3.9) 29.7 (42) 29.0 (4.2) 29.2 (4.6)

All reported numbers are mean (SD)

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 0.29
to 0.90 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 0.43 to 0.90 across the eight domains. In terms of sense of community,
each level of increase in age group predicted a 2.13 to 4.21 point increase.
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Table 4.8 Age-group comparison using linear regression analysis

Coefficient}
50to 64 65to 79 80 or above

Perceived Age-friendliness

Outdoor spaces & buildings -0.1 0.31** 0.55**
Outdoor spaces 0.0 0.34** 0.63**
Buildings -0.2 0.29** 0.47**
Transportation -0.6 0.45** 0.59**
Road safety & maintenance -0.19  0.29** 0.43**
Specialized services availability 0.36 0.43** 0.43**
Public transport, comfort to use 0.32 0.49** 0.71**
Public transport, accessibility -0.17  0.50** 0.61**
Housing 0.12 0.59** 0.86**
Affordability & accessibility -0.45  0.60** 0.81**
Environment 0.28 0.59** 0.90**
Social participation 0.70 0.72** 0.72**
Facilities and settings 0.13 0.70** 0.72**
Social activities 0.01 0.73** 0.73**
Respect & social inclusion -0.5 0.67** 0.64**
Attitude -0.31  0.64** 0.64**
Social inclusion opportunities -0.8 0.73** 0.65**
Civic participation & employment 0.31*  0.78** 0.84**
Civic participation 0.27 0.90** 0.82**
Employment 0.33*  0.74** 0.84**
Communication & information 0.18 0.67** 0.57**
Information 0.45 0.68** 0.57**
Communication & digital devices 0.45*  0.65** 0.59**
Community support & health services  0.04 0.37** 0.55**
Medical/social services 0.25 0.40** 0.52**
Emergency support 0.05 0.59** 0.89**
Burial service 0.02 -0.36 0.19
Sense of Community

Need fulfillment 0.29 0.76** 0.82**
Membership 0.55*  1.08** 1.06**
Influence 0.55*  1.01** 0.92**
Emotional connection 0.67**  1.27** 1.41**
Total score 2.13*  4.11** 4.21%*

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
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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 "affordability & accessibility” in housing
domain, but higher score in "need fulfilment” than the public housing group.

Table 4.9 Housing type comparison using linear regression analysis

Coefficientt
Private housing

Perceived Age-friendliness

Outdoor spaces & buildings 0.06
Outdoor spaces -0.01
Buildings 0.12

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

Housing -0.12
Affordability & accessibility -0.31**
Environment 0.07

Social participation -0.08
Facilities and settings -0.09
Social activities -0.07

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

Civic participation & employment 0.09
Civic participation -0.08
Employment 0.15

Communication & information 0.01
Information 0.02
Communication & digital devices -0.01

Community support & health services -0.04
Medical/social services -0.06
Emergency support -0.20
Burial service 0.07

Sense of Community
Need fulfilment 0.32*
Membership 0.22
Influence 0.05
Emotional connection 0.08
Total score 0.67

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). Significant difference was
found in “outdoor spaces and building” within the 8 domains of age-friendliness.
Participants in TK and HC had higher levels of perceived age-friendliness in this area
than people living in NQ. Furthermore, subdomain analysis showed that participants
in NQ had lower levels of age-friendliness in “outdoor spaces” and “housing
affordability and accessibility” compared with residents in the other three districts.
NQ also had lower levels of perceived age-friendliness in “buildings” compared to
TK, and “burial service” compared to TK and HC. However, NQ was perceived as
more age-friendly in “public transport accessibility” and “social activities” than HC.

All four districts had similar level of sense of community except for the lower
scores in “need fulfillment” in SKW and HC compared with NQ.

Table 4.10 Sub-district cluster comparison by linear regression analysis

Coefficient}
TK SKW HC

Perceived Age-friendliness

Outdoor spaces & buildings 0.42** 0.16  0.19*
Outdoor spaces 0.51** 0.35** 0.35**
Buildings 0.33** -0.03 0.02
Transportation 0.01 0.01 -0.12
Road safety & maintenance 0.13 0.13 0.01
Specialized services availability -0.06 0.10 0.09
Public transport, comfort to use 0.05 0.01 -0.08
Public transport, accessibility -04  -0.08 -0.24**
Housing 0.18 0.20 0.20
Affordability & accessibility 0.26* 0.47** 0.43**
Environment 0.09 -0.08 -0.05
Social participation -0.08 -0.12 -0.14
Facilities and settings -0.07  -0.16 -0.11
Social activities -0.10 -0.08 -0.19*
Respect & social inclusion -0.02 -0.09 -0.03
Attitude -0.02 -0.07 -0.08
Social inclusion opportunities -0.02  -0.13 0.06
Civic participation & employment 0.10 0.04 -0.02
Civic participation -0.10 -0.09 -0.08
Employment 0.17 0.09 0.00
Communication & information -0.03 -0.19 -0.08
Information -0.06 -0.21  -0.06
Communication & digital devices -0.03 -0.19 -0.17
Community support & health services 0.14 0.13 0.00
Medical/social services 0.06 0.17 -0.13
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Coefficientt
TK  SKW HC

Emergency support 0.13  -0.05 0.07

Burial service 0.42** 0.06 0.33*
Sense of Community

Need fulfillment 0.07 -0.42* -0.35*
Membership 0.09 -012 -0.14
Influence 0.23 0.10 0.14

Emotional connection 0.00 -0.11 -0.13
Total score 0.34 -0.60 -0.49

TNQ 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)

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 34 participants were recruited. The
majority of them were aged 60 or above and has been living in the district for an
average of 36.7 years. The sociodemographic characteristics of the focus group

participants are shown in Table 4.11.
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Table 4.11 Sociodemographic characteristics of focus group participants

Characteristics N %

Gender

Male 9 26.5
Female 25 73.5
Age group

18-69 years 6 17.6
>60 years 28 82.4
Education

Nil / pre-primary 3 8.8
Primary 7 20.6
Secondary (F.1-5) 6 17.6
Secondary (F.6-7) 8 23.5
Post-secondary 10 29.4
Housing

Public housing 2 5.9
Home owner scheme housing 6 17.6
Private housing 23 67.6
Others 3 8.8
Residence years (mean, SD) 36.7 17.4
Monthly personal income

No income 4 11.8
HK$1 to HK$5,999 19 55.9
HK$6,000 to HK$9,999 4 11.8
HK$10,000 to HK$19,999 3 8.8
HK$20,000 to HK$29,999 1 2.9
HK$30,000 to HK$59,999 0 0.0
>HK$60,000 1 2.9
Unknown/ reject 2 59

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 expressed a sense
of belonging in the Eastern district, and offered many suggestions for further
improvement.

4.2.2.Physical Environment

WHO Domain 1: Outdoor Spaces and Buildings

(i)  Accessibility: most participants commended on the reasonably accessible
transportation in the Eastern district. However, some streets, such as Ming Yuen
Western Street (HH[ZE Fa1E), were identified to be inaccessible to many elderly
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participants due to the steepness. Those who rely on walking assistive tools or
wheelchairs found these streets to be almost impossible to navigate. Likewise,
the staircase on Holy Cross Path outside the Holy Cross Church (EE{=2Z2%5)
in Sai Wan Ho was identified as a ‘black spot’ for elderly, many of whom have
fallen there. Considerable risks were identified for elderly living in Tung Yan
Court (B k%), especially those carrying bags of groceries or those with
mobility limitations. In contrast, several locations were identified as being
barrier free and very easy to access. These include the Sai Wan Ho Civic Centre,
where participants can simply take the escalator up from the MTR station. Even
those who rely on wheelchairs to commute found it quite easy to access.

Uneven road surfaces: many participants expressed that the bricks typically
used for pedestrian walkways are uneven and slippery. Many have had
experiences of falling and tripping over these bricks. Participants preferred
pedestrian walkways made out of cement. Some locations such as Chai Wan
Road opposite of Heung Yan Gardens (%% K JE) is particularly steep for the
elderly, many of whom have said they have fallen there before, especially on
rainy days.

Aboveground congestion: participants identified several areas that are regularly
populated by illegally parked cars, including Hoi Foo Street (&= 1E), King’s
Road (& 7H) and Sai Wan Ho Street (P5;&;1[1}). Participants also alleged
that many of the shops on these streets also place their merchandise on the
pedestrian walkway, making it difficult for elderly and those with mobility
difficulties to navigate. Since there are also numerous bus stops on these streets,
elderly participants found it difficult to walk on the narrowed and crowded
walkways.

Parks: participants who lived in several sub-districts such as Shau Kei Wan and
North Point contended that there are no parks for residents to conduct leisure
activities and other exercise whereas those living in other sub-districts like Sai
Wan Ho praised the sporting and recreational facilities. Overall, participants
opined that there are sufficient parks in the Eastern district.

Public toilets: participants expressed that there is insufficient number of public
toilets for district residents to use. Many elderly resort to using the toilets in
restaurants like McDonald’s, but would prefer proper and clean public toilets
instead.

Underutilization of footbridges: some of the footbridges in North Point are
underutilized due to the lack of lifts. As a result, some participants found that
these bridges are instead used by homeless people or crowded with boxes or
garbage.

Wet markets: some participants alleged that the wet market on Kam Wa Street
(£=EfH) in Shau Kei Wan is quite dirty and unhygienic whereas those who
purchased their groceries from the Sai Wan Ho wet market praised its
accessibility (e.g. close to the MTR station), cleanliness, and air conditioning.
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Overall, participants had mixed views on the outdoor space of Eastern district.
While participants identified areas for improvement, there were also outdoor spaces
that garnered praise for their age-friendliness, such as Aldrich Bay Park (k&

[&]), Aldrich Bay Promenade (E#kF& 52 {LE]), Heng Fa Chuen Playground and
Promenade (5 {CA HESE5 1B B R JER) and the Chai Wan Park (458 /\[&)).

WHO Domain 2: Transportation

(1)  Accessibility: overall, participants opined that there was sufficient transport in
the Eastern district. In particular, they found the wheelchair ramps on buses
very useful in assisting those with disability to alight easily. Participants also
praised some of the bus drivers for their patience in assisting elderly on and off
buses. However, they complained of long waiting time for transportation.

(i) Bus stations: Participants also identified several bus stations in the Eastern
district that need improvements. For example, the bus stop on Shau Kei Wan
Road (where Harmony Place #4gi#T is) does not have a cover. Participants

articulated that many elderly queue at that bus stop to commute to the Eastern
hospital. The queues and waiting time are typically long, and many elderly
found it challenging to stand for extended periods of time without shelter or
seats. Similarly, there are no covers at the bus stops outside Tung Yan Court (38
fik5ii). Contrastingly, some bus stations such as the one outside Tai On Building
(KZf%) in Sai Wan Ho provided elderly with suitable cover, and many
participants found this to be important and age-friendly.

(iii) Usability: Many participants found the wordings on the bus station signs
indicating the bus stops and corresponding timetables too small to read. These
signs are also typically elevated at a level too high for participants to see clearly.

(iv) Safety: although some participants praised some of the mini or bus drivers for
their friendliness, others expressed that some mini bus drivers within the
Eastern district do not wait until they are seated before driving off. Some mini
bus drivers were also identified as frequently driving over the speed limit. This
created considerable anxiety to elderly residents, many of them worried about
their own safety when taking mini buses.

(v) Awvailability: participants were content regarding intra-district transport. They
complemented on the considerable availability of trams, MTRs, mini buses and
buses made available to them within Eastern district. However, there were
mixed views when it came to inter-district transport. For example, several
participants expressed the need to add another bus route to Tung Wah Eastern
Hospital, where many elderly in the district attend their medical appointments.
At the moment, participants are required to change bus routes or walk an
extensive distance once they alight in Causeway Bay to reach the hospital.
Participants suggested to have a direct bus route that can transport passengers
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from the Eastern district to the Tung Wah Eastern hospital. (Note: bus route 8H
has been in service from the Eastern district to the Tung Wah Eastern hospital
after the data collection period).

Affordability: participants praised the $2 concessionary fee that elderly are able
to enjoy. Although most participants conduct their daily activities within the
Eastern district, the concessionary fee enabled several others to travel longer
distances for leisure.

Overall, participants had considerably positive view on the district’s

transportation. At the same time, views were given to improve both software and
hardware of transportation system to further enhance its age-friendliness.

WHO Domain 3: Housing

(i)

(i)

(i)

(iv)

Home modification: Most participants alleged that if they were to modify their
flats to become more age-friendly, they would have to rely on themselves.
There is little resource or platforms in the community where they can find
relevant information when it came to home modification. For example, one
participant had no clue as to who to approach when her air conditioner broke
down. However, those living in public rental house units may find it easier to
request for home modification services whereas those living in private
residential flats may find it more difficult. Participants suggested to have
leaflets or seminars/talks on home modification to improve their knowledge and
access to relevant resources.
Subdivided flats: participants articulated concern over the subdivided units
rampant on Chun Yeung Street (Z ff1{f). Participants alleged that some
singleton elderly live in these units. They fear for their safety and hygiene since
the building safety code of these units may be subpar.
Accessibility: many old buildings do not have lifts. Participants pointed out that
residential blocks on Chun Yeung Street (Z#ff1{f) are especially old and many
do not have lifts. Residents on Chun Yeung Street also mentioned that even
though some buildings do have lifts, they are prone to malfunction, and many
elderly who have mobility limitations have difficulties in leaving and entering
their own building.
Residential areas: one participant strongly urged the need for decongestion on
Tsat Tsz Mui Road #h%ki&E (cross street Kam Hong Street Z£774). This
participant noted that many elderly living on Tsat Tsz Mui Road found it
difficult to navigate around on a daily basis since the road is typically congested
with many illegally parked cars. Furthermore, another participant pointed out
that there are typically long queues of people waiting to collect their children
from the kindergarten on Tsat Tsz Mui Road. Together with the parked cars,
participants felt that this has created considerable nuisance for elderly residents;
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they also noted that this may pose a hazard risk because ambulances or fire
trucks may not be able to access the street easily. Same patterns have been
observed on Fort Street ({RE&1E).

Overall, participants had mixed views when it came to housing. More effort
may be needed in improving the age-friendliness of housing within the district.

4.2 .3.Social and Cultural Environment
WHO Domain 4: Social Participation

(1) Awvailability: most participants contended that there were sufficient
opportunities and platforms for social activities (e.g. interest classes, lessons,
talks, seminars, etc.) in the Eastern district. They primarily engaged in such
activities via DECCs, NECs, other NGOs, as well as the Leisure and Cultural
Services Department of the Eastern district.

(i)  Diversity: participants also commended the wide range of social activities made
available to elderly in the Eastern district, including but not limited to singing,
dancing, art lessons, and language courses. However, some participants noted
that some of the existing activities for elderly in DECCs and NECs may need to
be adjusted to cater toward an increasingly educated elderly population. For
some participants, existing interest classes are already beneath their level (e.g.
teaching elderly how to turn on/off computers). This suggests a dearth in more
cognitively stimulating activities for elderly residents in the Eastern district.

(iii) Venues: participants complemented the availability of venues for conducting
social or other leisure activities in the Eastern district, including the Siu Sai
Wan Sports Ground (/\/5 & &fj25;), swimming pools, and cultural centres.

These venues enabled participants to assemble and conduct social activities.

Overall, focus group participants expressed contentment and joy in their bonds
and friendships with other elderly in the Eastern district. These are typically members
of DECCs or NGOs who have known each other for years and who regularly meet
outside the centre to participate in various kinds of social activities and gatherings.
However, participants suggested the need to further reach out to those singleton
elderly who are more withdrawn or isolated from the community and who are hesitant
in joining DECCs or NECs.

WHO Domain 5: Respect and Social Inclusion

(i)  Priority seats: most participants see the need for further public education on the
issue of priority seats. Participants noted that younger passengers always played
with their mobile phones while seated in these priority seats. As a result, some
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elderly are forced to stand when taking transportation, for they are reluctant to
request for younger passengers to cede their seats to them. Overall, however,
participants felt that there have been improvements when it came to ceding
priority seats to those in need. Interestingly, elderly participants also observed
that most passengers who cede their seats to the elderly are young-olds, rather
than students or young adults.

Store keepers and servers: participants articulated that some store keepers in the
Eastern district were inpatient toward elderly. Similarly, participants noted that
there were some waiters or waitresses in restaurant purposely avoid serving
elderly patrons and instead prefer serving young people. Participants felt that
this was because young people may spend more money on food and also place
orders more easily and efficiently. Some elderly felt discriminated and
disrespected as a result.

Drivers: Several participants noted that the attitudes of some bus drivers and
mini bus drivers displayed rude attitudes toward elderly. Similarly, some
participants noted that taxi drivers would purposely ignore elderly when they
are waving them down. These behaviours result in some indignation among
elderly participants.

Overall, participants had both positive and negative experiences when it came to

respect and social inclusion. They suggested for more public education to be
conducted not only for elderly’s sake but also for those who may have needs.

WHO Domain 6: Civic Participation & Employment

(i)

(i)

(iii)

Dearth of employment opportunities: most elderly opined that it was almost
impossible for them to find part-time or full-time employment in the district.
Some worried about their own work ability, although some said they would
consider part-time employment if there was some form of placement agency in
assisting them to find jobs.

Public consultation: elderly participants complemented on the MTR in
conducting public consultations with district residents to identify areas of
improvements, and for its responsiveness. For example, one participant
described how the MTR installed a much needed lift in the Shau Kei Wan
station after they reflected their views to MTR in one of these consultation
sessions. Participants suggested that similar consultations could be adapted by
the District Council.

Mismatch in catchment areas: some participants expressed that even though
they were active in reflecting their views to district councillors, some
councillors would state that the issue raised does not belong to his or her
respective catchment area. An example was illustrated by one participant, who
explained that she had tried contacting various district councillors to reflect her
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views on a particular bus station. However, the councillor had turned her away
to another district councillor that is supposedly in charge of that catchment area.
This created some confusion for participants as they do not necessarily know
who to approach or which department to approach when they wanted to express
their views.

Overall, in terms of civic participation, participants had a relatively strong civic
spirit and participated in a number of district-based activities including voting for
district councillors, meeting with specific district counsellors, and reflecting their
views to the Concern Group. Some participants were members of the J&EE & &
3=t & B JE 4H” (translated herein as “Concern Group for Elderly Friendly
Community in the Eastern district”). The Group has been very active in raising
awareness on issues pertinent to elderly and to AFC. However, participants also
contended that aside from focus group participants who are typically more active in
the district, civic participation of other elderly in the community remains quite low.
Participants alleged that there is a considerable number of singleton elderly living
alone in the Eastern district who remain reclusive from society.

4.2.4. Communication, Community and Health Services
WHO Domain 7: Communication & Information

(1)  Accessibility: participants articulated that they are able to keep up to date with
the issues and events in the Eastern district through various channels, including
leaflets and notifications via DECCs, NECs and NGOs, as well as on
notification boards typically posted in the lobbies of public rental housing
estates. Interestingly, they expressed that elderly in private estates may have
poorer access to such information since notifications are not allowed to be
posted up on private areas.

(i)  Social capital: participants opined that elderly who were already members of
DECCs or other NGOs would find it quite easy to obtain relevant information
either from centre social workers or from fellow members. For examples,
participants typically share information regarding health services, interest
classes and other social activities. This network made available via membership
is particularly important to elderly who are illiterate.

(i) Technology: some participants were quite tech-savvy and many used their
mobile phones to communicate with each other, or browsed websites to obtain
relevant information. However, they also note that a large number of elderly in
the Eastern district have minimal technological skills and therefore may have
poorer access to information, creating some form of asymmetrical information.

(iv) Obsolete information: several participants pointed out that posters and banners
in the Eastern district are sometimes left unattended long after their advertising
date, sometimes leading to miscommunication. For example, one participant
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described how she went to the Eastern Leisure and Cultural Services
Department to sign up after seeing a poster advertising an activity, only to find
out that it had ended 6 months ago. These posters and banners created some
confusion for the elderly.

Overall, participants agreed that obtaining information is relatively easy insofar

as they are DECC or NGO members. However, concerns were raised when it comes
to elderly who are not members of these organisations and who are more withdrawn.
Participants also suggested for DECCs, NECs and NGOs in the Eastern district to
create a centralized platform where information (e.g. elderly-relevant events, talks,
seminars, etc.) can be obtained from one source, rather than having to go to different
elderly centres, or websites to obtain such information on a piecemeal basis.

WHO Domain 8: Community Support & Health Services

(i)

(i)

(iii)

Lack of dental service: Most elderly from focus groups indicate that there is a
dearth of dental services in the Eastern district. Participants alleged that this has
significantly affected their quality of life. Publicly funded dental clinics provide
limited services such as cleaning, filling and extraction, and only private and
expensive dental clinics provide more advanced dental services such as dental
implanting, and bridging. Private dental clinics are often unaffordable for
elderly, even for those eligible to use medical vouchers as the pricing of dental
services can be in the thousands. Moreover, participants indicated that due to
scarcity of dental clinics in the Eastern district, many travel to the Central and
Western district instead to receive dental service.

Accessibility: Elderly participants also unanimously agreed that it was very
difficult for them to navigate the automated telephone appointment booking
system. Most found it difficult to follow the instructions given by the automated
machine. This is particularly poignant for those who are older, or who have
hearing difficulties and/or reduced cognitive function. Consequently,
participants are resolved to rising up early in the morning (some as early as 4
a.m.) to queue for outpatient medical appointments. These queues typically last
a few hours. Relatedly, the queuing time for consulting specialists, especially
ophthalmologists, is considered too long for most elderly participants.
Affordability: most elderly found the medical vouchers very useful in
alleviating their financial pressure. However, some community services such as
rehabilitation in private clinics remain too costly to most elderly (e.g. $150 to
$800/hour). And while public-based rehabilitation services are available, such
as the one operated by Tung Wah Group of Hospitals, the availability of such
services are limited compared to its high demand. Similarly, the price for
specialist consultation is also unaffordable.
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(iv) Awvailability: enabled by the medical vouchers, elderly appreciated the expanded
choices they had in choosing their doctors. However, they also cautioned that
some private doctors in the community take advantage of their medical voucher
and charge higher prices.

(v) Usability: The wordings on medicine packaging are often difficult to discern to
elderly, not only for their medical jargon, but also for their small font sizes and
use of English language. Some elderly suggested using icons to remind elderly
of the appropriate time and dosage when taking the medication.

(vi) Follow-up services: some participants praised some of the private doctors in the
Eastern district for their thoroughness in following up with participants. For
example, one participant described how he received calls from a clinic
enquiring his health and reminding him to take medication. This was very
useful for participants.

Although there were many areas identified as needing improvement,
participants also commended on several aspects pertinent to health services in the
Eastern district. For example, some praised the clinic sponsored by the Jockey Club
on 8 Chai Wan Road for its quality of service. Yet, they found a gap in the system
where their health records are not shared between hospitals in the district. As a result,
some elderly who had prior hospital visits must collect all their health records from
the hospital and submit them to the clinic, and vice versa. This has caused
considerable hassle for the elderly. Some elderly also appreciated regular health talks
and seminars held by DECCs or hospitals. These were informative and helpful in
enhancing their health literacy and in illness prevention. Last, some elderly also
contended the need to expand the applicability of medical vouchers to other health
services such as Chinese medicine clinics.

5. CONCLUCSION

The Eastern district is the third oldest and fourth densest district in Hong Kong.
Various efforts have been put forth by local elderly district residents, NGOs, DECCs
and the Eastern district council over the past few years to advance the concept of AFC
in the community and to improve the overall liveability of the Eastern district.

Overall, our survey found that participants perceived the Eastern district to be
age-friendly in general. Among the eight domains, “social participation” scored the
highest, followed by transportation, outdoor spaces & buildings, and respect & social
inclusion. These are assets within the Eastern district that can be continually
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 becoming
more age-friendly. Consolidating findings from both quantitative surveys and
qualitative focus group interviews, we propose the following suggestions:
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To improve the overall age-friendliness of community 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 Eastern
district to assist those in need to make medical appointments and to accompany them
to medical appointments. The wordings on medicine packages distributed by the
Hospital Authority may also be enhanced to improve legibility for elderly residents.

While access to information was regarded to be relatively easy insofar as elderly
residents are members of DECCs, focus group participants noted that there is a
considerable number of singleton elderly who live by themselves, and who are
socially isolated in the Eastern 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 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.

To improve the age-friendliness of outdoor spaces, participants suggested for
the need to reduce clutter on pedestrian walkways, which at present may be populated
by parked cars, and commercial goods. These have created considerable barriers for
pedestrians, especially those who use assistive tools such as walkers and wheelchairs.
Because Eastern district is relatively old, many buildings built previously are not age-
friendly. Participants suggested for wheelchair-friendly ramps to be pragmatically
installed in these buildings to allow for ageing-in-place.

To further improve the age-friendliness of transportation, participants suggested
for covers to be installed at bus stations, and for mini buses to reduce their commuting
speed to ensure passenger safety. As participants continue to age, it was also
suggested that more seminars and knowledge exchange activities be held within the
Eastern district to inform elderly district residents of relevant ageing-in-place
information, such as home modification, health talks, and access to community
resources.

To conclude, there is a good general sense of community and perceived age-
friendliness in the Eastern 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.

32



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

6. REFERENCE

1 Census and Statistics Department. Hong Kong Population Projections 2015-2064;
http://www.statistics.gov.hk/pub/B1120015062015XXXXB0100.pdf. Accessed 8
June, 2017.

2 Census and Statistics Department. Hong Kong Population Projections 2015-2064;
http://www.statistics.gov.hk/pub/B1120015062015XXXXB0100.pdf. Accessed 8
June, 2017.

% Eastern District Council. District highlights. 2017;
http://www.districtcouncils.gov.hk/east/english/info/highlight _01.html. Accessed 28
June, 2017.

% Census and Statistics Department. Population by-census 2016:
http://www.bycensus2016.gov.hk/data/16bc-summary-results.pdf Accessed 8 June,
2017.

> Census and Statistics Department. Population by-census 2016;
http://www.bycensus2016.gov.hk/data/16bc-summary-results.pdf Accessed 8 June,
2017.

® 2011 Population Census - Fact Sheet for Eastern District Council District;
http://www.census2011.qgov.hk/en/district-profiles/eastern.html. Accessed 1
September, 2017.

" Hong Kong Housing Authority. Estate Locator. 2017;
http://www.housingauthority.gov.hk/en/global-elements/estate-locator/index.html.
Accessed 19 June, 2017.

® Social Welfare Department. List of district elderly community centres. 2017;
http://www.swd.gov.hk/doc/elderly/List%200f%20DECC%2017%20Jan%202017.p
df. Accessed 19 June, 2017.

° Social Welfare Department. List of neighbourhood elderly centres. 2017;
http://www.swd.gov.hk/doc/elderly/List%200f%20NEC%2019%20Apr%202017.pd
f. Accessed 19 June, 2017.

19 Hospital Authority. Introduction of clusters — Hong Kong East cluster —hospitals
and institutions. 2017;
http://www.ha.org.hk/visitor/ha_visitor index.asp?Lang=ENG&Content%5FID=10
0141. Accessed 28 June, 2017

1 Hospital Authority. All general outpatient clinics in Eastern District. 2017;
http://www.ha.org.hk/visitor/ha_visitor index.asp?Content 1D=10052&Lang=ENG
&Dimension=100&Parent ID=10042&Ver=HTML. Accessed 28 June, 2017.

12 Department of Health. List of clinics and health centres — elder health centres. 2017;
http://www.dh.gov.hk/tc_chi/tele/tele chc/tele _chc_ehc.html. Accessed 19 June,
2017.

¥ The Hong Kong Council of Social Service. fE& & iE B R E K =Z111E.2012
http://hkcss.org.hk/e//cont_detail.asp?type_id=12&content id=3809 Accessed 5
September 2017.

Y YMCA. B EEAR S 1.0, 2014-2015 T/EH# 2. 2015;
http://memy.ywca.org.hk/files/memy/%E6%98%8E%E5%84%92%E5%B0%8F%E
5%B9%B4%E5%A0%B1/(final)2014-
2015%E5%96%AE%E4%BD%8D%E5%B9%B4%E5%A0%B1(%E6%98%8E%E
5%84%92%E5%B0%8F%E5%B9%B4%E5%A0%B1).pdf. Accessed 3 July, 2017.

33



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

> HSBC. 2017 HSBC Community Partnership Programme — Bring People Together.
2017; https://www.communitypartnership.org.hk/cpp_aim.aspx. Accessed 3 July,
2017

'8 Tung Wah Group of Hospitals
http://www.tungwahcsd.org/en/news/events/elderly-services;news/6198/Kick-off-
Programme-of-Dementia-Friendly-Everywhere-Experiencing-Dementia-and-Big-
Fun-Walk- Accessed 5 September 2017

" The Hong Kong Society for the Aged SAGE
http://www.sage.org.hk/Service/UnitServe/Decc/edeccCenter.aspx Accessed 5
September 2017

B\Nare, J. E., Kosinski, M., & 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. doi: 10.1097/00005650-199603000-00003.

1% Huang YN, Wong H. Impacts of Sense of Community and Satisfaction with
Governmental Recovery on Psychological Status of the Wenchuan Earthquake
Survivors. Social Indicators Research. 2014; 117(2):421- 436.

20 Peterson NA, Speer PW, McMillan DW. Validation of a Brief Sense of Community
Scale: Confirmation of the principal theory of sense of community. Journal of
Community Psychology. 2008; 36(1): 61-73.

21 WHO Age-friendly Cities Project Methodology-Vancouver Protocol.
http://www.who.int/ageing/publications/Microsoft%20Word%20-
%20AFC_Vancouver_protocol.pdf . Accessed 5 September, 2017

34



7. APPENDICES

strict Maps
N

KOWLOON CITY DISTRICT
(G)

EASTER

o, g ¥
- WANZCHAI DISTRICT [}, N
TR B i R \
g c1ay

a7

28

ERICRE AR
Code and Name of Conaituency

Tal Koo Sting West

SAl KUN

N DISTRICT

(c)-

AEE

G DISTRICT
(a)

o Y Tai Koo Sring East
cos BB LsikingWen
c  REUFM  AsienBay
Cos FTA  Shasksten 3
cos  BIAE A¥unghoam
Cl7 WG  reng FaChusn
ol UM T Wan
co Pl Yen Lam
clo UM susawen 4
o B King Yes
ciz J War Taw
ci3 & Fi Toy
C14 B VourtPasw 2
cis Hm Sragrar HIl
cle i Forems Hi
€17 BRHTEM  City Garen
cis  fou Prondent
oo 04 Fort Svest 1
co W Kam P
ca Tanner
c22 Huathy Vilaoe
caz Quany Bay
Nam Fung
Kamhi 2
Komn# Bargan
Hing Tung
Cas MR Sswanho
% FHE  lowrvuTig 3
c30  EMM  UpperYiuTung
LS Fing Man
cx W Lok Hong
[=3] T Tak 4
c3¢ Y02 Wy
cas ot Hu

Sub-district communities

North Point, Quarry Bay (NQ)

Tai Koo (TK)

Shau Kei Wan (SKW)

Heng Fa Chuen, Chai Wan (HC)

35



Appendix 2 Questionnaire

= i 25 A Eastern
' EBAERBEEEWEHD SHIERE
e | 4 Sau Po Centre on Ageing 2 o,
4%;,\/\) The University of Hong Kong A R AR
RESRS
A. ZEHEER
Al) SEUERMERI -
L1 5
Q) %
AR -

(FE B (58 LRI A4 H )
EZAE R R o B T REERF IR

[1(1)18-19 [1(5) 35-39 [1(9) 55-59 [1(13)75-79
[1(2)20-24 [](6) 40-44 [](10) 60-64 [1(14) 80-84
[1(3)25-29 [1(7) 45-49 [](11) 65-69 [1(15) 85+
[1(4)30-34 [1(8) 50-54 [1(12) 70-74

A3) TERTERE L  [BEEELL PR E TP —(E - SR RS
KIE/NES54TE > LUERR S E (R AT
( )
1) dbfa, ik
(BB, B, ERh, MaRE, R, SR, AR, SEBLEE, 5k
FEALR, SEiEME, SRTAER, viER, FOE L, ARARTER, BARKE,
SAER, WERUERE, ERIERE, fERAT, SHEAR)

[1Q2) KeE¥k
CRE > SR8 - 2278 > B > WEst > FIGEE - BUFEE - %
6 > MEESE > FESETES  BERACE  WrEE - FERICED)

BION-E-2.
CRIESE » BUS20 - EE > WURTCE - R > Bl - B8 - IRIE(E
» FEERE)

[ (4) &1EER » &2

ETEUD RIS RN BB B BEREE
ERCE - S IGItE - SRIOE - 3 O - B - ST >
S+ UEE(—)L  FEEC)U » W)

Ad) SEUFR L (= 44
&

36



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

AS) RIS U A E BRI ATA ) -

1) RS
[1Q) E4

[1(3) #&4H

L1 BeiE

L1 77)E

[ (6) HALGHEEH) -

A6) R SAEEE -

LI (D) RZHEE /RIS GIHEE)
L1 /e

L1 I (F—ZEF=)

L@ &mHhuEF L)

L16) £ R E  SUEEERE
[16) F L E © BISIEE
L) B2 - S2sfEell b

ATa) fEAEIE F5 EHE R 2

LIMAHFE BEE ATh)

L1 QJERE @kZ Alc)
L1 ORAFE BEE ATc)
[T FHEAL © 2088 ~ R ~ PRI (BEZ ASa)
L1 ®)fEE BEZE A8a)
[ (6)HAD - 555EHA -
(BkZE A8a)

ATb) LR ?
HIE:
(] (10) fRREAs [T (17) i [1(23) BEER S
(1 (11) AR [ (18) HHAHR [ (24) FESER
[1(12) Z 5l [1(19) SE0 [](25) B AT
(1 (13) SEFE ()P [](20) JiZs [ (26) BR324
[ (14) BEEECHT [ (21) 8L [1Q27) /INFE
[ (15) ity [ (22) ey [ (28) ZEJHE;
[](16) FREEAL

ATe) TERRLNEEEAL G ?
LI
(1@ aowms
BIOEIN ==

37



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

ABa) {JE (AR 7

%

WRZIATEA  FHRA T REE B -
L1054

(1) 6-10 £

[1(3) 11-20 4

[ 4) 21-30 4

(1530 LA E

A8b) EEREAH IR E ?

A8c) EIEERERIERIZAER ?
L1 (D) 4
@A

ABD) LR > FEEI T ?
L1 R (Bk= A9a)
[1Q2) FE

ABe) SRILIIITHE S GRATAS 2
LI 15
[1(2)6-10 4k
[1(3) 11-15 8K
[1(4) 16-20 &k
L1(5) 21 #Eell E

A9a) IMEF A HEF A ?
LI # - 5 —{EE BkZE AlOa)

@A
A%b) EHZRIFIHZ AE?
A
A9c) IEEIFE T » IEZREISEE ? (T IRS H—IR)
L1 Bcfé L1 T
L1 285 | 150 (@) 4
L1(5) KB [1(6) 1HA B
L1(7) Bk [1®) HAthGHEEH):
A9d) A T A [FIfE 7
L1 4
@A

38



AlOa) EZFEHEIRT ?
[1(1) #& (Bk= Al0b)
(1) H @z Allc)

AlOb) WEZEA?
HIOES YNen
[1Q) BIRAL
L] O B REE
1@ 24
[ (5) HALGEEED) -

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

Al0c) BEHZEEE TAERH ?
(D) &RITAF
[1Q2) Sl A1F

Al10d) BE—EBEH] » TIEAE%L /N ?
NS

Alla) AR HANRRE LA A 2
[1(1) 45 (BRZE Al2a)
VK=

Allb) FRHERAE A (% 2
1) &5
[1Q) BmEAL
13 /N
[ (4) HAh

Alle) fE[EIIERARE N\ (IR (% 2
L1 ik
[1Q) #)=
HIOEIN
[ (4) B
[1(5) HeAth

Al22) BE=(EH  EHEESEIIEERER TR /EH) ?

L1
L@#FE

39



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

A12b) (RERII 60 BB EAT)
BE=(EH > GEEB/ZIIERE ORI S /8 ?
() f%
J@#F

Al3) R e S SR ENT H BB 7
L1 IEEA S
1) A%y
[1(3) Ml e%y
1@ e#aeR
1) IEFEth

Alda) THZ DU B —SEEFRRL 2 (R A DUIE—IE)
[1(1) %7$% (CSSA)
$2,420 - $ 5,850 (e A f4->585E) ~ $3,435 - $5,850 (B (L ->EE)
(1) FiEEEE $1,695
(1 3) =#EEEER $3,390
(14 SlEE ERe) $1,325
(] 6) REAMER (B4R $2,565
[ (6) ME&53E | VEHIE
] (7) #% BkZ= AlSa)

Al4b) B H B R S4E
HK$

Alsa) fEEZ EEUAAR B ? (FEFEBUF2R) (FTDABES B —IR)
L1 (DPrkz

L] QBIRE

L O ALK ER)
[J@ITE
LGS
L] @AM (FFHIH: )
] (74

AlSh) TWEZEFHEA -
HK$
()0 [7(8) 15,000 - 19,999
(1) 1-199 [7(9) 20,000 - 24,999
[7(3) 2,000 - 3,999 [7(10) 25,000 - 29,999
[ (4) 4,000 - 5,999 [7(11) 30,000 - 39,999
[7(5) 6,000 - 7,999 [7(12) 40,000 - 59,999
[7(6) 8,000 - 9,999 T7(13) 2 60,000
[1(7) 10,000 - 14,999 (] (14) "E18:% / B854

40



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

Al6a) AREHE > EHREFRER: (JURZE—R)
L) e
(1) BT
13 Fht
[ (4) =ERER AR

Aleb) ARG B A - EBFRIERER: (JURZE—5)
L) e
(1) BT
[13) FHL
[ (4) =ERER AR

A17) 3 RN g — R RIETE R E R TR © WRAERE
Bl DAFEF 7 %)
(1) #1754
(1) b 50k
C13) /F 5 E 49 5k
(1@ 41 50 & 99 K
[1(5) 11 100 % 999 >k
[1(6) 1 FoREDA L

Al8a) (RIEAR 60 el EAL)
A S EN > BRATEHRER S FERE R TEEERAEE
NI ier A 4K ? (0%=—2%"Ee ; 100%=—E%)

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

A18b) (REEMIR 60 BB EAL)
RS N ERAERHRER T - RS AR
FHEK ? (0%=—FES ; 100%=——E)

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

41



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

B. Age-Friendliness of a city

OGS N LA N A TR - BA1 2 6 R

1 2 3 4 5 6
FEHEEBEEE | EEE | ARERE | AWEE HE FEEFEE
TS B ERB Ry - A SR E - st Ay
AW H G Y — W RE SRR AR IR GRAFEE 2 RO I (E

SRR A 7 53

g AT It
| B A |
w | g o= | W E R
A 2 N B H x| g 2 7B
& & )
NCEE 115 a1 s 1
by | PRI LRI » 1 EL e e B 2 s T s
by | PIRRES LI /ARG PR T AT NP
N L
B-A4)
& (9) VB
b s, | PR LT » 1 A SR - SEAMTEE | | | 5 13 |4 |5 |6
FERE (UL - B - 5 T
B-A6) | {EfEH 1 2 3 4 5 6
b, | PG PR ARE AL PEORESIE | | | 5 | 5 | 4 |5 | o
BRI RS T SRR L - SRR
B-A) | 16 « S48 - T FIALES - [ B AG 23] a]s 6
AR AL T EREAL - LA RE
B-A9) | fB73% » (BRI THIAE I A (i F Ll2l3lals|e
B-Al0)| BEREECE - REILES Rl EEE | 1| 2| 3 | 456

42




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

I
3 = = =] ) =]
B Xﬁ ;_]%J f% :_]g % %
B-Bl) | B¥HEHI AR Cla a4l s e
B-B2) | A EAELE BT o B IR A DL F T N AT A H & [E

HEE IR 5 0 B 1234|516
B-B3) | A AR FH 5] AEAERE - 1f B ESEEMW o ERA

HEHRRA ~ BIUEEEIEERE o U B A2 112134 |51]6
B-B4) | MaRTAERERT - BEEMRRNG ~ EARAERH - AHAIERS

A m] FEE PR 1121341516
B-BS) | A A ARSI AR [E HEE R 528 - NI H A LUEHE

5 N\ {5 P B2 1234|516
B-B6) | AR BT BMEERERZ T ~ (RERL - &5 L% - 1E

W~ NEEBIEREAL - MRF G R HEEFEE | 1 | 2 | 3 | 4 |56

A+
B-B7) | B E RN TR 48 A % sl als e
B-B8) | BLULERATE JT{F ~ O FEE ~ L% ~ §20F ~ 4R E

FIEWMEHESE - A2 BHA 7 e B EEAL 112341516
B-BY) | Skt e REEE L E B AT AR IZE - {ERE

% o NG EHERE MRS E 11211314 |51]6
B-B10) | M\ A imIE St A E i 27 I % Ll a4l s e

[ 1(9) EEF

B-B11) | AR LAt (5] BN T25 - B AESEE - 5ikE 1S

o M HEER B 1234|516
- SR IRERE > 18
B-B12) | BESiRELE Hr e Lo lalalsle
B-B13) | #&H8MGE - IR B STt & @< T B [E R I N R

43




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

3k =
Blm w ol
C (EER "]§J g "]EJE B 2|5
BCD) | FERE RS - MR A - s Ur K
AR T Tlal3lals]s
BCY) | B B R BB E e Py T L
S Tlal3lals]s
B.C3) | Bl AR R R R e - T LR T
EHgEE a3l a5 s
BCh) | BNE LA ARG R FREr R e
I (R 75 123456
B.CS) | Manmk - RE B BB S W R A I
3 =
L A IEIEE
5 S Hi& g2 BE
& | ]
BDD) | EBi e (E B E S NN I I I
BDY) | EHA S BRI E LAY - TE R
ML E 1 2 3 4 5 6
BDY) | BB COmar - A
i Tlal3lals]s
BDA) | Bl 5 e LB LS B B R E £ S A R
BDS) | Vel AIE AL G LSCb 0 - BB - BB - LB
EIATEDP o B 0T L 50 5 O iy Lol s lals]e
BD6) | B/ R A T SR R R NN I IR I I
BD7) | EEEE B E B E A A L) NN I I I I

44




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

)5 A | 5 4k

EIEIM g g

R R e BIE B g g @

E B & H| & =

;-% .‘%;\ J

B-El) | &IElG & Es RS - kIR B E Lol alalsle

B-EY) | MBI R i - 2 M e ale A LR R R 4T 1l 23]45]6

B-E3) | His A BT - SR A Lo lalalsle
B-E4) | IR G R A o A AT, -

HRRHSIERITE) L2z 3 ]4)5]6
B-ES)* | 1L 2RIm & 2 25w HE F i 7 L R Lo lalalsle
B-E6)* | [ L L 0 [ 7T A B e s T
B-E7) | B - VEE SRR S o ] 0 2 o sl als e

AE: ﬁ%;@ B %
HESE R 2 H| % g g =5
B-Fl) | B I T FE - i L2l - %5 - i

H[EI B R 123456
B-F)*| R B T E GEE 2 i Lo lalalsle
B-F3)* | $IE & ER I A G E M T F R a Lo lalalsle
B-F4)* | S IEIEA - W - e SR AR TR | | | L |, | s | .
B-FS) | BHULHE - EE R SR AL T AR ol als e

45




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

H

Ik
AL I
L E BB g & E
G B & H| & =
;-% .‘% Py J
B-G1) | B o (e 5 2 A A » U (o) et N LA Lol sl als|e
B-G2) | MR & B AR o [F B - 1213 4]5/6
B-G3) | VEMIN A A £ G EN S L5 L - FFIH
{EA B R 1213 4]5/6
B-G4) | B T2kl - AP OLTHREAE - UL - e - SR(TEE)
B S 1 By S S ey K [EIBE REESRSEAA | 1 | 2 | 3 [ 4 |5 |6
B-GS) | BEIES A HE BB A R L Gk ] SRS
B T LB ER A I 1213 4]5/6
B-GO) | AR - W DETEE - (ET L AEEE - O
3 73 TS (5 6 B R R ] KRR 15\ [ 1213 4]5/6
B-G7) | BERBIR - B (REE s 5 o 5 (E A SRR T, Lol sl alsle
Ik A
Blmow Fogld
B ST SR TS BE % 5 =2 @5
H EH | & | H = =
B B | '
B-H1) | B[R 24 1 27131 41516
B-HY) | AIREER I m R - it (B AR Lol sl als|e
B-H3) | Bt & Rpsarite] e B P A A BRI | | o | 5 | 4 | s | ¢
B-Hd) | TRAGTRRAORNE - MFER SRR | | | ) | 5 | 4 | s | ¢
i
B-HS) | BB XS A SRR RAMEEARE | | | ) | 5 | , | 5 | ¢
B-H6) | &M (EE - ZE[E S K Er) EHE = & 4[5 A S ES | 7 3 4 |56
B-HY) | MBI - EHGEES HEEMEEER  ERL | |, [ 4 |, | < |

MR

46




C. BRI E

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

TR EEE N H LU A TR - DAL 2 5 3k -

1 2 3 4 5
EEERE | BEHE T Eib=y FEEEE

B IR DU (i & 5oy - S 2[R e
JE 3k
HEEDIER H f % | || =
A1 H |, -
_ #H B | H
H| B 2
:—% J
Cl) | "ale @& o] DS FIFFE B e g - 1] 2134715
C2) | iE{EIEE BT e TR K - 1] 2134715
C3) | BREBEEHC GEETES T - 1] 2134715
C4) | B ERETE - 1|2 131415
C5) | FerI DA BETmiA et S A4 BB - 12 3] 4] 5
Co) | E{EEEE A= G2 - 1|2 131415
C7) | BAESEE(E &SR - 1|2 131415
C8) | FEIVE{E T EmmEEEAth A7 B AFEERE (% o 1] 2134715
C9) | AR A EENHE CGRIE) 1] 2134715

C10) GG > CEGHC HAHEEA 2%521E 7

1) I ==&
(1) 1@

[13) —

L1 REZHIEEAE
[1(5) IFEIE=ETE

47




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

D. B E NHEIRAMEFE 1 (KAOP)

BUT PR AR BN R ERFE - MOEGREEEREEREN - 4
ANEER (EEBEE - BEE - ODEFRE -~ HE  FEER) TRE#ES
R -

e

pran - R BEAELE LRERER" REERE “DOBEEE"
“O/DERET THEDTBEHEE -

(8

Ik 2
AICIE
= | | E | T
ka RN EE =S
AR o
= =d K '
BIRE © Mt e FaEaE 1 2(®4]5]6
JE AN
w w7V |
i S H '
AR AR =
= B\ :
Dl) EBEZ F G2t 123456
D2) BEBRAIEE 555 M 123456
D3) BEEASS B EIELR 123456
DY) EBK S eSS S0 | 1|2 34|56
5
DS) BRI AIEE el B ARELE 1213456
D6) & 44 IR FR A TENEIR 11213141516
DR N NI 123456
D8) EHEIE > R AT i 123456
DY) BB N EER s 123456
D10) FIEAMALL  EBIETR S SR 1| 23456

48




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

E. TR SRR (A 60 mELLE AT (Walkability)

UMM a—WEaH B 4AETEF R e BEQE R8T » ROEA
HEBAHE - EHDKT DIERFEEHTEE ? (FRE25
FHRFEZEMAE20 [E E21 EH T HE 2 EBIRSR - QRZ5hE B 6L
MR S T s — R - SHEEREE )
I | BEEE

El) | (EFEsEHT]= 1 2
E2) | #oE s E MR B IGT 1 2
E3) | AREEEEMALRESA (FIMESE) 1 2
E4) | EEHE SO - AEhL - GEEIRO  HEREH | L 2

0~ ZRERRE L
ES) | thlE@ ey DL Hth g gE L CEEhRE ~ BIFEEE) 1 2
E6) | #2Fr (F -~ HERIED 1 2
E7) | g5 1 2
E8) | JHif# 1 2
E9) | FEEESCE PVE S 1 2
E10) | &S 1 2
E1D) | T ~ HERTE 1 2
E12) | EIFEH 1 2
E13) | $17 1 2
El4) | 5 1 2
ELS) | FZHIZ [] 1 2

) IEEF
E16) | FHAHIZ ] 1 2
) IEEF

E17) | BUNRE (g iriER - FEE - REEERSE | | 2

i~ 55 TR ERE)
E18) | Bfr (&2 - HFl - HiEBET.O ~ BERLE) 1
E19) | HEZ)E 1
E20) | w2 1 {EH > S HTERERE =7 (%

1) 2) 3)
E2D) | @ 1 {E A > 8 L E A = (EiHh 77 (%

1) 2) 3)

49



F. BeRE/EEN 7K

Jockey Club Age-friendly City Project

Baseline Assessment Report (Eastern District)

D—2H 7 B:tRE @ MHBEEE A POl T eEES %S K ?

B T TR TR > R -

o H{RETEFNEFRAAE 10 sl EepES)

o AfxateriirifetES) (E

o LA EMBEE BN [E 5 1)

o JEE T ={ESRIEEE B B B R

BIEE]

COBEIER ~ 0T)
(BNt ~ 2205 ~ i
FESEYL ~ SRR
= 9RE B )
R e

(MR ~ EEEHRT)
APRTAE ~ FT4E5K ~ i
BREL ~ K - BERIREK
A TEER)

PR )

(BS52 ~ 12T

AT ~ B - &
iR EK ~ TRV
RE772EE)

G 5RAILIT)
(BIATEE R #REge ~ JREE
PP TI7r ~ (IEAEEAS ~
)

FD)

F3)

FS)

F7)

(FEHRED

REY

HEM

PR

(535)
F2)

Ay
F4)

Ay
Fo)

Ay
Fg)

ey

F9) ~PE—BIAT B) A A E R (R IEE i i S sl se S (F

T LBk ?
1) BeH

L] Ak

[1Q) fekEmEE /4

F10) Heposh (A SR

1) IEEmE
L1 W=

[13) —FF
1@ —FmEmE
L1 FFFEmE

HIFAEIE ?

50



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

G. e+ RIS A R (SE-12)

s © WETHEE A (R 3 B ORI T - TeIHE R EC sk A H PR
] 5 A2 SRS

WSS PE B VIS ERTRE - RIS ERNE - siig e e ik
B 2R

G1) FERCREE - R0 R I E IR L2 (R
1) JEE 4
L1 1REF
L1 %
1@ —f& (REBAKR)
OF:=

N ARG H A T AT RE MRS E) o DU E AR o AR e
B > FEAZFIIRG] ? AR AREEE - B SRR ?

G2) s TR, - Glafita - P BRI BE S AR > FTORERER - B
FIR R EE ?
L1 (D) A ARBRA]
[1@ " DRRA
[ (3) SEAEAT PR

G3) 28 2
1D A APRA]
[ 1@ AP /DIRA
[1(3) JEfE AT PR

DU A (Bl 5 S B A PR IR 5] e T et o

G4) w2k 4 BH > TARRLSEREFGEN > SOGIIESHE ST &
PR A5 e B e AR e D 2
L) fi%
o #F

GS) 7 4 BH - (R TAER ARSI (DR S AR - 410
TAESEB TR ?
D1
@ #H

51



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

G6) % 4 BHY - SN K547 metRE A (GranREDHEEE) - o5 HE
TAESRHEEEN T - B G e Er LR e D 2
L) f%
J@OFH

G7) 8% 4 B - R IFEHE/EEhT - 8 SN Ry 4 7 Tt i A (BT Ak
FLHREEERE) - HAE TIF 0SS 2 FRH ?
L) f%
J@OFE

G8) % 4 B - 588 FRLERE AL H F LF (BiEE L% AR
-2 ¢
1) eafEr s
L1Q) By b&s
1) BEb &2
L1 AR E
BIOESEIS N2

UM R A R R R4 2] SRRz [F G E - $HEER(E R - it
RS — (Il e PEAT R R 2 W 22

G9) Mk 4 B - AR ZIFRISEE O-FRM ?
1) BeH
(1) AREB{HReE]
[13) %2
1@ E
1) BA—KAK
[1(6) TeskEh 2

G10) #% 4 2 > WHRSIGHEH IR ?
1) BeH
[1(2) REBArHFE]
[13) %2
1@ E
1) BA—KAK
[1(6) Tesk#Eh iR

52



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

Gll) i 4 2 - ARSERELEELY - BERIR NG HE ?

1) B

[1(2) KRBz
[13) %2

L1 FE

L1 BA—KAK
[1(6) Al 2

G12) ¥k 4 B > AR50 FH 10 B G (R B I 4 T R T B A SRR 458
g (EEBTANERFEA ) 2
1) BeH
(1) REB{mHsE]
(1) 425
L1 EH
L1 AKX
[1(6) Teskh iR

[EE5ER I -

(B 7R3 %)

 THEEELEHE ) WESEESR > SHEEHEER -

53



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

Appendix 3 Focus Group Discussion Demographic Questionnaire
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Appendix 4 Focus Group Discussion Guide
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