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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 enhance and promote the concept of age-friendliness in Hong Kong across
different districts. This report presents the final assessment work done in the Islands District from
September to November 2018 as part of the Project. The objective of the final assessment was to
evaluate the current state of age-friendliness after the commencement of this three-year Project and to
offer recommendations to prepare the district to become more age-friendly. The final assessment used
both quantitative and qualitative methods. A total of 663 questionnaire surveys were collected from
seven constituencies, including 1) Lantau, i1) Yau Tung Estate (combined Yat Tung Estate North and
Yat Tung Estate South), ii1) Tung Chung, iv) Discovery Bay, v) Peng Chau and Hei Ling Chau, vi)
Lamma and Po Toi, and vii) Cheung Chau (combined Cheung Chau South and Cheung Chau North).
A total of five focus group interviews with 30 participants were conducted.

The typical survey respondent of the questionnaire survey was a married woman aged 65 or above
who has resided in the district for 30.67 years with primary education or below, not living alone in a
privately owned apartment, receiving a monthly income of HK$5,999 or below but still felt financially
adequate. Most respondents also reported having daily exercise in the past three months and perceived
their health as fair. Around half of the respondents had caregiving experience with a person aged 65 or
above. Among those aged 60 or above, less than half (47.4%) used services or participated in activities

provided by elderly centres.

Participants generally perceived the Islands District to be age-friendly overall. Comparing the
scores in different domains, “social participation” scored the highest while “housing” and “community
support and health services” scored the lowest. The sense of community was particularly strong in
terms of “group membership”, meaning the sense of being a member of the district. The older the
resident, the stronger the sense of community and perceived age-friendliness. Respondents living in
public housing had higher scores in all domains, except for “community support and health services”.
Participants in the focus group interviews showed appreciation for the improvements made over the
years and provided feasible and sensible suggestions to further enhance the age-friendliness of the
district.

Results of this final assessment showed that the concept of an age-friendly city (“AFC”) has been
accepted and promoted in the Islands District, yielding a reasonably good sense of community and
perceived age-friendliness. Future efforts to make the district more age-friendly should be built on its
existing network and infrastructures using an innovative approach, involving various stakeholders in
the planning stage.
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2. Introduction

2.1 Project background

Ageing is a major demographic challenge for all societies and Hong Kong is no exception to this
global phenomenon. The number of people aged 65 or above is projected to increase from 16.6% of
the total population in 2016 to 31.1% in 2036, and to 36.6% in 2066 (Census and Statistics Department,
2017), which means that over one-third of the population will be elderly in 2066. This radical
transformation in our demographic profile is mainly attributed to the increase in life expectancy and
lower fertility rate (LegCo, 2014). The overall dependency ratio, defined as the number of persons
aged under 15 and those aged 65 and over per 1,000 persons aged 15 to 64, is projected to rise from
397 in 2016 to 844 in 2066 (Census and Statistics Department, 2017). These figures have raised the
alarm for the society to search for every possibility in tackling the challenges posed on public services
due to population ageing, including to promote the idea of ageing in place. Thus, the idea of building
an age-friendly city is a proactive way to meet the needs of our older citizens. Through the joint effort
of various sectors, an age-friendly city can enable the elderly to return to an independent living with a

good quality of life in the community.

Ageing is an inevitable and irreversible process, but not necessarily negative. In order to actively
cope with the challenges and opportunities of Hong Kong’s ageing population, The Hong Kong Jockey
Club Charities Trust (“The Trust”) initiated the Jockey Club Age-friendly City Project (“the Project”)
in partnership with four local gerontology research institutes, namely the CUHK Jockey Club Institute
of Ageing of The Chinese University of Hong Kong, the Sau Po Centre on Ageing of The University
of Hong Kong, the Institute of Active Ageing of The Hong Kong Polytechnic University, and the Asia-
Pacific Institute of Ageing Studies of Lingnan University. The Asia-Pacific Institute of Ageing Studies
conducted the Project in the Tsuen Wan District (Phase 1), Islands District (Phase 1), Tuen Mun District
(Phase 2) and Yuen Long District (Phase 2).

This report presents final assessment findings of Phase 1 in the Islands District. The objectives of
the Project include i) to build the momentum in districts to develop age-friendly communities by
assessing their respective age-friendliness, i1) to recommend a framework for the districts to undertake
continual improvement for the well-being of the senior citizens, and iii) to arouse public awareness

and encourage community participation in building an age-friendly city.



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

2.2 Age-friendly city
In 2005, the World Health Organization (“WHQO”) launched the Global Age-friendly Cities
project. According to the WHO,

“an age-friendly city encourages active ageing by optimizing opportunities for health,
participation and security in order to enhance the quality of life as people age. In practical terms,
an age-friendly city adapts its structures and services to be accessible to and inclusive of older
people with varying needs and capacities.” (WHO, 2017)

In other words, age-friendly city should be built for all ages.

As recommended in the Global Age-friendly Cities: A Guide published by the WHO in 2017,
there are eight domains to be explored for building an age-friendly city, 1) outdoor spaces and buildings,
11) transportation, iii) housing, iv) social participation, v) respect and social inclusion, vi) civic
participation and employment, vii) communication and information, and viii) community support and
health services. It also provides a checklist to define age-friendliness and enable different cities to

tailor and integrate their own characteristics in building an age-friendly city.

2.3 District characteristics

The Islands District is a diverse community where urban and rural areas coexist harmoniously,
with both traditional and modern elements. It is the largest district of the 18 administrative districts in
terms of area size and has a huge developmental potential. A number of major infrastructures are
located on the Islands District, such as the Hong Kong International Airport and the Hong Kong-
Zhuhai-Macao Bridge which serve as the major transportation hub to overseas destinations. More than
twenty islands of various sizes comprise the Islands District, including several major tourist spots,

namely the Lantau Island, Lamma Island, Cheung Chau and Peng Chau.

According to the latest statistics, the population of the Islands District was approximately 156,801
in 2016, comprising 2.13% of the total population of Hong Kong. The proportion of the elderly
population aged 65 or above was 15.6% of the total district population (Census and Statistics
Department, 2017). Although the proportion of the elderly population was slightly lower the Hong
Kong average of 15.8%, it is expected more residents will move to the Islands District due to its large
physical size in the future.

As reported in Table 1, the 2016 Hong Kong Population By-census (Census and Statistics
Department, 2017) revealed that the total number of domestic households in the Islands District was
55,035 of which 12.4% (N = 6,835) were elderly households (aged 65 or above). Among all the
district’s residents, less than half (48.5%, N = 76,005) were in the labour force. The median monthly
domestic household income was HK$27,100.
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Table 1. Domestic household characteristics of Islands District in 2016

Frequency
Total population 156,801
Total number of domestic households 55,035
Elderly households 6,835
Average domestic household size 2.7
Type of housing — private permanent housing 36,544
Median floor area of accommodation 50m?
Labour force 76,005
Median monthly domestic household income HK$27,100

The composition of housing types in the Islands District is dualized, with 65.9% of households
living in private permanent housing (Census and Statistics Department, 2017). There were 10 public
rental housing (“PRH”) or housing under the Tenants Purchase Scheme (“TPS”) in the Islands District,
with approximately 27.7% of households living in. Accounting for all the domestic households in the
Islands District, the average domestic household size was 2.7, while the median floor area of
accommodation ranked the first (50m?) among other districts, and was much higher than the Hong
Kong average of 40m?. It is worth noting that there were 4 neighbourhood elderly centres (“NECs”)
(Social Welfare Department, 2019) and 1 district elderly community centre (“DECCs”) (Social Welfare
Department, 2019) in the Islands District as of January 2019. In regard to healthcare services, 1 hospital
(Hospital Authority, 2019), 6 general out-patient clinics (“GOPCs”) (Hospital Authority, 2019), and 1
elderly health centre (Department of Health, 2017) were found in the Islands District.

The only hospital in the Islands District is the North Lantau Hospital (NLTH) which has
commenced services since 2013. It provides accident and emergency (A&E) service, inpatient service
as well as ambulatory care services. Therefore, residents in the district can get easier access to
professional healthcare services (Hospital Authority, 2019). Apart from enhancing healthcare services,
the Islands District also upgrades the transportation linkage with the commencement of the Hong
Kong-Zhuhai-Macao Bridge and the upcoming construction of the Tuen Mun-Chek Lap Kok Link
(Home Aftairs Department, 2019), hoping to enhance convenience for district commuters and to
encourage family members living in other districts to connect more often with residents of the Islands
District.

10
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2.4 Baseline assessment and key findings

In 2015, the Project was carried out in 8 districts. A common assessment framework was
developed to measure the age-friendliness of these districts and identify areas for improvement. A
baseline assessment was conducted in 2016 to evaluate the level of age-friendliness in various districts,
including the Islands District. Without the opinions from district residents, an age-friendly community
cannot be created successfully. Thus, the Project adopted a bottom-up approach to gather residents’
views on the 8 AFC domains recommended by the WHO. The baseline assessment offered insights
and recommendations to the Islands District Council to develop a three-year strategic plan to push
forward age-friendly initiatives.

Table 2. Key findings in the baseline assessment in 2016 (N = 500)

Mean (SD)

Eight AFC domains: Outdoor spaces and buildings 3.79 (.88)
Transportation 3.88 (.86)

Housing 3.46 (1.12)

Social participation 4.13 (.88)

Respect and social inclusion 4.04 (.86)

Civic participation and employment 3.77 (.98)

Communication and information 3.99 (.84)

Community support and health services 3.69 (.93)

Overall 3.84 (.73)

During the baseline assessment, the Project team successfully recruited 500 respondents. Table 2
indicates that the mean score of overall satisfaction for all eight AFC domains was 3.84 out of 6,
indicating a slightly above average satisfaction. Among all the domains, respondents were most
satisfied with “social participation” (4.13) and “respect and social inclusion” (4.04). This reveals a
close neighbourhood/clan relationship, the culture of respect for the elderly, and social inclusiveness
in the Islands District can facilitate social participation in the community. However, respondents’
satisfaction of “housing” was among the lowest (3.46). The findings also discovered that there was a
significant difference in the scores of respondents residing in different housing types, thus special
attention should be paid to the “housing” domain.

11
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2.5 Age-friendly city works in the Islands District

Building the momentum for an age-friendly city at the community level requires the joint efforts
from various stakeholders, including the Islands District Council (“DC”), government departments,
non-governmental organizations (“NGQOs”), private sectors and local residents of all age in the Islands
District. With their enthusiasm and determination to promote the concept of AFC and enhance the

quality of life of the elderly, several major initiatives were carried out.

With the continuous support from the Islands DC, the Project team collaborated closely with the
Islands Healthy City and Age-friendly Community Working Group (the Working Group) to formulate
development and promotion strategies for the concept of AFC. The Working Group reviewed and
articulated a three-year action plan to improve age-friendliness in the district, it also served as a
platform for open discussions about AFC among the residents as well as encouraged social and civic
participation in the community. In addition, the Islands District was successfully admitted as a member
of the WHO Global Network for Age-friendly Cities and Communities (“WHO GNAFCC”) in 2017
(World Health Organization, 2017).

In 2017 — 2018, three batches of district-based programmes in the Islands District were held not
only to enhance the sense of belongings and self-worthiness of the elderly, but also cultivate the culture
of love and care for the elderly. All programmes were supported by four agencies, namely 1) HKSKH
Tung Chung Integrated Services, i1) The Neighbourhood Active-Action Council (“NAAC”), iii)) OTWA
Limited and iv) HKYWCA Tai O Community Work Office.

HKSKH Tung Chung Integrated Services launched a project called “New Vision” from March to
June 2017 to encourage and facilitate residents to understand the concept of age-friendliness, and to
establish a safe and comfortable living environment for the elderly in the Islands District. It recruited
residents of all ages as AFC ambassadors and conducted home safety assessments and home
modification works for the older people. “New Vision 2.0” was implemented from September 2017 to
January 2018, it extended the service to encourage volunteerism in the community in order to reduce
caregivers’ burden. From April to November 2018, the agency further upgraded its programme to
“New Vision 3.0”. An elderly employment expo was held to provide more job opportunities to the
older residents, and to encourage social inclusion. On top of that, an ambassador group was formed to

provide regular home visits with rehabilitation and cognitive training.

To enhance community awareness and empower the elderly and their family members, NAAC
organized two projects called “Love Together” and “Love Life Lantau Island” in 2017 and 2018
respectively. “Love Together” recruited community members as AFC ambassadors to conduct
community education programmes, including various exhibitions, carnivals and health talks. “Love
Life Lantau Island” further enhanced the service by partnering with allied health professionals to
facilitate self-management of healthcare among elderly residents, this allowed the older people to

regain autonomy regarding their health issues and lowered the burden of their caregivers. Besides, it

12
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also took a proactive approach to identify hidden elderly in the community and raised their awareness

of healthcare management.

“LO HO Life” programme was implemented by the OIWA Limited from March to June 2017,
from August to December 2017 and from April to September 2018, aimed to establish an extended
network which facilitates the dissemination of the AFC concept. A group of trained retired persons and
homemakers, “LO HO Ambassadors”, conducted home visits and carried out minor home modification
works for the elderly in the community. These ambassadors were also responsible for organizing
workshops to teach the older residents on how to use smartphones. Mastering the basic skills of using
smartphones can undoubtedly enhance social participation of the elderly and allow more connections
between them and their family members living in different areas. Moreover, these ambassadors also

increased their self-confidence and abilities by engaging in volunteer works.

In September 2017, “Tai O Age-friendly Community” was launched under the HKYWCA Tai O
Community Work Office. It provided home safety assessment and home modifications to the elderly
in Tai O. Stressed on communication and information enhancement, it also actively promoted the AFC
concept in the community and encouraged residents to share their opinions and views regarding age-
friendliness. Stepping into 2018, the programme further extended its focus on community support and
health services. Messages on healthcare self-management were conveyed in the community with the
help of trained ambassadors. Additionally, it built a platform for the elderly to express their opinions

in a comfortable and autonomous environment.

Generally, the concerted efforts from various stakeholders took a proactive role in pursuing the
goal to build momentum in the Islands District to develop an age-friendly community. With these
experiences, a solid common ground has been built for further implementation of other innovative and

feasible age-friendly initiatives.

13
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3. Methodology

The final assessment utilized both quantitative and qualitative research methods. Five focus
groups of 30 participants and a community-wide survey with 663 selected residents from the Islands
District were conducted to examine the sense of community and perceived age-friendliness in the

district.

3.1 Questionnaire survey

3.1.1 Objectives

A structured questionnaire was designed based on the WHO Age-friendly Cities Framework to
evaluate public views of the community in terms of its age-friendly conditions and perceived age-
friendliness in the district (World Health Organization, 2007).

3.1.2 Target population and sampling

The questionnaire survey aimed to recruit at least 500 respondents aged 18 or above residing in
the Islands District. In order to collect generalisable and representative data, seven major
constituencies were demarcated a priori with reference to the District Council Election Constituency
Boundaries 2015 (Electoral Affairs Commission, 2019) (Appendix 1), including 1) Lantau, ii) Yat Tung
Estate (combined Yat Tung Estate North and Yat Tung Estate South), iii) Tung Chung, iv) Discovery
Bay, v) Peng Chau and Hei Ling Chau, vi) Lamma and Po Toi, and vii) Cheung Chau (combined
Cheung Chau South and Cheung Chau North).

Table 3. Population in seven constituencies in 2016

Frequency Percent (%)

Constituency: Lantau 20,689 13.2
Yat Tung 37,273 23.8
Tung Chung 45,111 28.8
Discovery Bay 20,271 12.9
Peng Chau and Hei Ling Chau 6,487 4.1
Lamma and Po Toi 6,014 3.8
Cheung Chau 20,956 13.4

Total 156,801 100.0

14



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

Respondents were recruited using purposive sampling, with invitations distributed through ten
non-governmental organizations and social service agents! providing community care and support
services in the Islands District. Some respondents were recruited using snowball sampling, by

invitations and referrals from friends, neighbours and family relatives.

3.1.3 Questionnaire and measurements

The survey questionnaire consisted of closed-ended questions (Appendix 2) in which participants
were asked to choose from standardized answers. The questionnaire included two sections. Section 1
consisted of questions regarding community care and perceived age-friendliness. Section 2 collected
data on respondents’ socio-demographic characteristics, the frequency of using services provided by
elderly centres, physical activity level, self-rated health and caregiving experience. Each questionnaire
survey took approximately 20-40 minutes to complete. The questionnaire survey was conducted
through face-to-face interviews (for illiterate respondents), while other respondents completed the

questionnaire on a self-administered basis.

(a) Community Care
(1) Healthcare services
This variable measured the satisfaction level of healthcare services, including prevention and
promotion, treatment, and rehabilitation and long-term care in the community, based on a 6-

point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree).

(2) Financial protection
This variable measured the satisfaction level of financial protection in the community,
including four questions, using a 6-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6

(strongly agree).

(3) Social participation
This variable measured the satisfaction level of social participation in the community, including
continuous education, volunteer work, social capital, and information dissemination, using a
6-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree).

(4) Living environment
This variable measured the satisfaction level of the living environment in the community,

including transportation and housing, using a 6-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly

! Chung Shak Hei (Cheung Chau) Home for the Aged Limited, Wan Ho Kan Neighbourhood Elderly Centre, Everlasting
Light Mission, HKPHAB Peng Chau Neighbourhood Elderly cum Children/Youth Centre, HKSKH Tung Chung Integrated
Service, NAAC Tung Chung Integrated Services Centre, OIWA (Fu Tung Estate, Discovery Bay and Lamma Island), Pok
Oi Hospital Chan Shi Sau Memorial Social Service Centre, Tung Chung Safe and Healthy City and HKYWCA Tai O

Community Work Office.
15
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disagree) to 6 (strongly agree).

(b) Perceived age-friendliness
A 53-item perceived age-friendliness scale was developed based on the WHO Age-friendly Cities
Framework, using a 6-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree).
Respondents were asked to rate their perceived age-friendliness in eight domains, including 1)
outdoor spaces and buildings, i1) transportation, iii) housing, iv) social participation, v) respect and
social inclusion, vi) civic participation and employment, vii) communication and information, and

viil) community support and health services.

(c) Sense of community
The 8-item Brief Sense of Community Scale (BSCS) (Huang & Wong, 2014) (Peterson, Speer, &
McMillan, 2008) was used to measure the sense of community among respondents, using a 5-point
Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

(d) Sociodemographic information
This variable included respondents’ age, gender, education level, marital status, living arrangement,
housing type, employment status and monthly personal income. Respondents reported their self-
rated financial adequacy using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (very inadequate) to 5 (very
adequate). Self-reported health was captured using an item adopted from Short-Form Health
Survey-version 2 (SF-12v2) (Ware, Kosinski, & Keller, 1996).

3.1.4 Data analysis

Univariate analyses were performed to identify patterns in community care, perceived age-
friendliness, sense of community, and sociodemographic in the community. In addition, multivariate
analyses were used to examine the differences towards perceived age-friendliness and sense of

community between different age groups and housing types.

16
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3.2 Focus groups
3.2.1 Objectives

In addition to the questionnaire survey, focus groups were conducted to collect data on the current
state of age-friendliness after launching the project for three years, based on the experiences and
opinions of the Islands District residents. The discussion also examined areas for improvement
regarding age-friendliness of the district, with reference to the eight AFC domains defined by the WHO.

3.2.2 Target population and sampling

In order to capture the in-depth views and opinions of the Islands District residents, five focus
group interviews were conducted between August and October 2018 in Hong Kong. Focus group
participants were recruited using convenience sampling — survey respondents were invited to

participate in the focus groups, and some participants were recruited from the community.

Eligible participants were adults aged between 18 and 85, Cantonese speakers, and living and/or
providing social services in the Islands District. Interviews lasted between 1.5 and 2 hours and were
conducted in Cantonese with 4 to 9 participants. The interview schedule was prepared in Chinese.
Among the participants, half (50.0%) were aged 18 to 59, while the remainings were aged 60 or above.
An overwhelming proportion of participants were female (N = 27). In addition, half (N = 15) of the

participants were currently working.

323 Data collection process

A semi-structured interview format was used during focus groups to enable participants to discuss
their views on age-friendliness in the community. Focus group questions (Appendix 3) were guided
under the eight domains of the AFC defined by the WHO. Based upon participant responses to each of

the open-ended questions, further probes and discussion were generated.

3.2.4 Data analysis

Focus group data were transcribed verbatim and analysed using thematic analysis. Drawing upon
existing literature and research objectives, key issues, perspectives and themes were identified in the
framework analysis. Other emergent issues raised by participants and recurring themes formed the
basis of a thematic framework. In order to ensure the participants’ words and underlying meanings are
supporting the chosen themes, at least two PST members listened the audio-recordings and checked
the transcripts. Theoretical validity of the results was ensured by referring to interview notes and

summaries when illustrating a theme and associating different themes (Kuzmani¢, 2009).
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4. Findings

4.1 Questionnaire survey

4.1.1 Participants’ portfolio

A total of 663 respondents were recruited, with two of them refused to indicate their place of
residence. Table 4 shows the number of respondents in the seven constituencies. Nearly one-third of
the respondents were from Cheung Chau (32.7%), followed by Tung Chung (23.0%), Yat Tung
(13.0%), Lantau (12.6%), Peng Chau and Hei Ling Chau (8.5%), Lamma and Po Toi (4.5%), Others
(3.6), and Discovery Bay (2.1%).

There was a higher proportion of respondents from Cheung Chau as several social service agents
recruited more residents from Cheung Chau. It may also be attributed to the snowball sampling method,
as some respondents had an extended personal network in Cheung Chau. For other areas, the

responding representativeness proportion was similar to the population in seven constituencies in 2016
(Table 3).

Table 4. No. of respondents in the seven constituencies (N = 661)

Frequency Percent (%)

Constituency: Lantau 83 12.6
Yat Tung 86 13.0
Tung Chung 152 23.0
Discovery Bay 14 2.1
Peng Chau and Hei Ling Chau 56 8.5
Lamma and Po Toi 30 4.5
Cheung Chau 216 32.7
Others 24 3.6

Total 661 100.0

Participants’ sociodemographic characteristics are presented in Table 5. The majority (79.5%) of
respondents in the Islands District were female and aged 65 or above (57.0%). Among the respondents,
61.7% were married. More than half of the respondents (51.9%) had only primary education or below.
In terms of employment status and living arrangement, more than two-thirds (67.4%) were not working
while nearly one-fifth (17.6%) were living alone. Only 3.0% of the residents lived with a domestic
helper. Although more than half (51.6%) of all respondents were earning a monthly personal income

below HK$5,999, only 16.4% reported inadequate finance for daily expenses.
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Table 5. Sociodemographic characteristics (N=663)

Frequency Percent (%)

Age:

Gender:

Education:

Marital status:

Living arrangementt:

Financial adequacy:

Income:

Employment status:

18-49 years

50-64 years

65-79 years

80 years or above
Male

Female

Primary or below
Secondary
Post-secondary or above
Never married
Married
Widowed
Divorced/Separated
With spouse

With children
With relatives
With domestic helpers
Alone

Other

Very inadequate
Inadequate
Adequate

Fairly adequate
Very adequate
Below $5,999
$6,000 - $9,999
$10,000 - $19,999
$20,000 - $29,999
$30,000 - $59,999
$60,000 or above
Working

Not working

143 21.6
142 21.4
256 38.6
122 18.4
136 20.5
527 79.5
344 51.9
230 34.7
89 13.4
82 12.4
409 61.7
138 20.8
34 5.1
340 51.3
284 42.8
65 9.8
20 3.0
117 17.6
7 1.1
16 24
93 14.0
470 70.9
75 11.3
9 1.4
342 51.6
96 14.5
150 22.6
55 8.3
16 24
4 0.6
216 32.6
447 67.4

+ Multiple responses allowed
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Table 6 summarizes the respondents’ residence and health characteristics, social participation and
caregiving experience in the Islands District. The average number of years of residence in the district
was 30.67 years (SD=.085). 41.5% of respondents lived in privately owned housing, while more than
two-fifths (41.3%) resided in either rental or subsidized public housing. In terms of the self-reported
health status, although 68.2% reported exercising daily in the three months preceding the survey, more
than two-thirds (68.0%) rated their health as fair or poor (Mean =2.34, SD = .03). Around half (51.1%)
of the respondents reported having at least one chronic illness. Among respondents aged 60 or above,
less than half (47.4%) had used services or participated in activities provided by elderly centres in the
past three months. Of all respondents, nearly half (48.0%) had experience in providing care for an

elderly aged 65 or above.

Table 6. Residence, health, social participation, and caregiving experience (N = 663)
Mean (SD)  Frequency Percent (%)

Years of residence 30.67 (.85)
Housing type: Public, rental 214 33.2
Public, subsidized 52 8.1
Private, rental 71 11.0
Private, owned 267 41.5
Other 40 6.2
Self-rated health: 2.34 (.03)
Excellent 10 1.5
Very good 31 4.7
Good 171 25.8
Fair 409 61.8
Poor 41 6.2
Daily exercise 452 68.2
Chronic illnesses 339 51.1
Use of elderly centres* 314 47.4
Caregiving experience” 318 48.0

*Applicable only to participants aged 60 years or above

#Caregiving experience for elderly aged 65 or above
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4.1.2 Perceived age-friendliness

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

As illustrated in Figure 1, respondents generally perceived the Islands District to be age-friendly.
Across all eight domains, the highest score was observed in “social participation” (4.32), followed by
“respect and social inclusion” (4.21), and “communication and information” (4.07). Compared to the
baseline assessment, the age-friendliness score increased in all the domains, indicating an overall

increase in perceived age-friendliness.

Figure 1. Perceived age-friendliness in Islands District

6

5.5
5
4.5
4 Furees
== e P o B o
35 == e e e = o
3 == e e e e T e
== e i e = e
23 == e e e = e
2 o= e e o = ——
Ls = e e e e T —
' P e e e e —
1 = e e e e —
05 oo b e o e —
| HE BE O BE B SE i

0
Social participation Respect and social Communication Civic participation — Transportation Outdoor spaces and ~ Community
inclusion and information  and employment buildings support and health
services

g
=1
7]
g
m

« Final Assessment  “ Baseline Assessment

As shown in Table 7, perceived age-friendliness varied within domains: “accessibility to
commercial services” (4.22) was rated as the highest in “outdoor spaces and buildings” domain. Within
the “transportation” domain, respondents were most satisfied with the “state of public transport” (4.28).
In terms of the “housing” domain, “interior design of housing” that cater to elderly needs ranked the
highest (3.71). Respondents rated “mode of participation” the highest (4.51) under the “social
participation” domain. “Politeness of service staff” was rated the highest (4.62) in the “respect and
social inclusion” domain, it was also rated as the highest across all the eight domains. Under the “civic
participation and employment”, “without ageism” was rated as the highest (4.10). “Effective
dissemination methods™ scored the highest (4.34) within the domain of “communication and
information”. Relatively polarized results were found within the “community support and health
services” domain, with “affordable health and community services” scoring the highest (4.25) and
“sufficient cemeteries” scoring the lowest (3.01), it was also rated as the lowest across all eight
domains.
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Table 7. Perceived age-friendliness (N = 663)

Perceived age-friendliness domains and items

Mean (SD)

Item rank

Within domains

Across domains

Domain 1: Outdoor spaces and buildings

Item 1 — Cleanliness

Item 2 — Outdoor seating areas and greenery
Item 3 — Drivers’ attitude at pedestrian crossings
Item 4 — Cycle lanes

Item 5 — Lighting and safety

Item 6 — Accessibility to commercial services
Item 7 — Arrangement of services to persons with needs
Item 8 — Barrier-free facilities

Item 9 — Public washrooms

Domain 2: Transportation

Item 10 — Traffic flow

Item 11 — Public transport network

Item 12 — Affordability of public transport

Item 13 — Reliability of public transport

Item 14 — Public transport information

Item 15 — State of public transport

Item 16 — Specialized transportation

Item 17 — Transportations stops and stations
Item 18 — Public transport drivers’ behaviour
Item 19 — Alternative transportation

Item 20 — Taxi

Item 21 — Roads

Domain 3: Housing

Item 22 — Sufficient and affordable housing
Item 23 — Interior design of housing

Item 24 — Affordable home modification services
Item 25 — Housing for frail and/or disabled elderly
Domain 4: Social participation

Item 26 — Mode of participation

Item 27 — Affordable participation fees

Item 28 — Activities information

Item 29 — Variety of activities

Item 30 — Variety of venues

Item 31 — Outreach services

3.86 (.03)
4.04 (.05)
4.17 (.05)
3.89 (.05)
3.52 (.06)
4.07 (.05)
4.22 (.05)
3.15 (.05)
3.72 (.05)
3.91 (.05)
3.89 (.04)
3.84 (.05)
4.07 (.05)
4.18 (.06)
421 (.05)
3.87 (.05)
4.28 (.05)
3.46 (.06)
3.95 (.05)
4.02 (.05)
3.11 (.06)
3.47 (.05)
4.21 (.05)
3.56 (.04)
3.60 (.05)
3.71 (.05)
3.59 (.05)
3.34 (.05)
4.32(.03)
4.51 (.04)
4.50 (.04)
421 (.04)
4.32(.04)
4.26 (.04)
4.11 (.05)
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Perceived age-friendliness domains and items

Mean (SD)

Item rank

Within domains

Across domains

Domain 5: Respect and social inclusion

Item 32 — Regular consultations

Item 33 — Variety of goods and services

Item 34 — Politeness of service staff

Item 35 — Platform for intergeneration exchange
Item 36 — Social recognition

Item 37 — Media representations of elderly
Domain 6: Civic participation and employment
Item 38 — Volunteering

Item 39 — Promote qualities of older employees
Item 40 — Paid job opportunities for elderly

Item 41 — Without ageism

Domain 7: Communication and information
Item 42 — Effective dissemination methods

Item 43 — Information and broadcasts of interests
Item 44 — Information to isolated individuals
Item 45 — Electronic devices and equipment
Item 46 — Automated telephone answering system

Item 47 — Access to computers and the Internet

Domain 8: Community support and health services

Item 48 — Sufficient healthcare and community support

Item 49 — Home care services

Item 50 — Proximity between elderly care services

Item 51 — Affordable health and community services

Item 52 — Contingency planning

Item 53 — Sufficient cemeteries

4.21 (.03)
3.90 (.05)
3.87 (.05)
4.62 (.04)
4.07 (.05)
4.49 (.04)
4.27(.04)
3.90 (.04)
4.09 (.05)
3.95 (.05)
3.44 (.05)
4.10 (.05)
4.07 (.03)
4.34 (.04)
4.14 (.04)
4.09 (.04)
4.02 (.04)
3.73 (0.5)
4.08 (.05)
3.80 (.03)
3.93 (.05)
3.89 (.05)
3.87 (.05)
4.25 (.04)
3.87 (.05)
3.01 (.06)
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4.1.3 Sense of community

Table 8 presents the sense of community in the Islands District. The possible range of each item
score was between 2 and 10, while the total score was between 8 and 40. A higher sense of community
is indicated by a higher score. The mean sense of community score of the district was 30.63 (SD =.18).
Overall, “group membership” scored highest (8.20), followed by “emotional connection” (7.96),
“influence” (7.46) and “needs fulfilment” (6.99).

Table 8. Sense of community (N = 663)

Mean (SD)
Needs fulfilment: 6.99 (.06)
Group membership: 8.20 (.06)
Influence: 7.46 (.05)
Emotional connection: 7.96 (.05)
Overall 30.63 (.18)

4.1.4 Age group comparison

Figure 2 shows the perceived age-friendliness across four age groups. Respondents were divided
into four age groups for comparison: i) aged 18 to 49, ii) aged 50 to 64, iii) aged 65 to 79, and iv) aged
80 or above. Results indicated that respondents aged 80 or above had the highest score for perceived
age-friendliness in all domains, except for “communication and information” domain. Generally,
respondents aged 65 or above rated a higher score for perceived age-friendliness in all eight domains,

comparing to their younger counterparts.

Figure 2. Age group comparison for perceived age-friendliness
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In terms of sense of community, respondents aged 80 or above rated the highest score for all four
items, indicating the highest sense of community. Of all respondents, “group membership” was among

the highest rated item, suggesting that they feel part of the community.

Figure 3. Age group comparison for sense of community
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4.1.5 Housing type comparison

Generally, respondents residing in public housing had a higher score for perceived age-
friendliness in the community than those living in private housing for all domains, except for
“community support and health services”. Three domains were rated as the highest by both groups—

“social participation”, “respect and social inclusion”, and “communication and information”.

Figure 4. Housing type comparison for perceived age-friendliness
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4.2 Focus group interviews

4.2.1 Participants’ portfolio

The socio-demographic characteristics of the focus group participants are listed in Table 9. An
overwhelming proportion of participants were female (90.0%). Half (50.0%) of the participants were
aged between 18 and 59 years, one-third (33.3%) were between 60 and 79 years, and 16.7% were 80
years or above. In addition, around 16.7% of the participants were living alone. One-third (33.3%) of
the respondents had post-secondary education or above, while 40.0% received secondary education,

and around 26.7% had only completed primary education or below.

Table 9. Socio-demographic characteristics of focus group participants (N = 30)

Frequency Percent (%)

Age: 18-59 years 15 50.0
60-79 years 10 33.3
80 years or above 5 16.7
Gender: Male 3 10.0
Female 27 90.0
Education: Primary or below 8 26.7
Secondary 12 40.0
Post-secondary or above 10 333
Living arrangementf:  With spouse 17 56.7
With children 14 46.7
With relatives 3 10.0
Alone 5 16.7
Employment status: Working 15 50.0
Not working 15 50.0

1 Multiple responses allowed

Findings from thematic analyses of the focus groups are presented according to the eight domains
of the WHO Age-friendly City Framework. Focus groups participants were divided into five groups,
namely 1) participants aged 80 or above, ii) participants aged 60 to 79, iii) participants aged 18 to 59,
1v) participants who were family caregivers of at least one elderly who aged 60 or above and v)

participants who were service providers in the Islands District.
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4.2.2 Age-friendliness of Islands District according to WHO domains

WHQO Domain 1: OQutdoor spaces and buildings

(i)

(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

Outdoor environment

Participants showed a great appreciation to spacious outdoor areas in the Islands District for
residents. They expressed sufficient benches and chairs are especially important to the elderly.
They also mentioned about good air quality and plenty of greenery in the district. Participants
also noted marked improvements in recent years in the Islands District, including the provision

of lifts to footbridges which make life easier for both the elderly and wheelchair users.

Safety

Participants who were family caregivers commented that few crossroads in the Islands District
can ensure the safety of the elderly. However, as most of the roads on islands were rocky,
participants showed safety concerns during bad weather. They also suggested there should be
a clear separation of bike lanes and pedestrian roads, especially in Cheung Chau as many
visitors go there for cycling during weekends and holidays. Participants in Tung Chung also
noted that there were many strangers entering certain public housing estates, which suggested

the enforcement bodies to step up patrols.

The proximity of recreational facilities

Participants saw improvements in recreational facilities in recent years. However, they noted
that these facilities were mainly concentrated near the central area in Tung Chung. These
facilities were inaccessible to residents living in Yat Tung, especially for the frail elderly. They
suggested that more recreational facilities should be built around Yat Tung to enhance the

quality of life of the elderly in that area.

Special service for elderly

As mentioned above, participants noted some improvements in age-friendliness enhancements
in the Islands District such as the installation of lifts and the increase in recreational facilities
which were favourable to the elderly. However, they expressed that no special services were
provided to the elderly. They suggested special counters should be set up for the elderly
especially during long queues for public transportation, as frail older residents with physical

pain and who need to walk with sticks/tripods were in need.

Overall, participants had mixed views on the outdoor spaces and buildings of the Islands District.

Participants appreciated the spacious environment and greenery in the district and noted areas of

improvement, as there were a few areas that need more enhancement for age-friendliness.
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WHO Domain 2: Transportation

(i)

(ii)

(iii)

Transportation costs

Age group differences were revealed in terms of transportation costs among participants in the
Islands District. Participants aged 65 or above showed appreciation to the “Government Public
Transport Fare Concession Scheme for the Elderly and Eligible Persons with Disabilities” in
which they could travel on designated public transport services for a concessionary fare of $2
per trip. However, participants who were not eligible for the scheme complained that the
transportation costs in both money and time are high, especially for commuters. Some noted
improvements in the transportation network and the provision of monthly tickets for long haul

travel could help to reduce transportation costs.

Frequency

As the Islands District consists of various islands, ferries and buses were the main means of
transportation. Participants complained that the frequency of ferries was low which cannot
accommodate their daily needs, especially for the elderly who need to travel between islands.
They also suggested that the night service should be enhanced in case of any emergencies and
also facilitate family members of the elderly to come and visit, which can improve the
psychological conditions of the elderly. In addition, since the Islands District is a major tourist
spot, there were long queues for public transportation. Participants suggested a separate queue

for local residents, especially for the elderly as many of them were unable to stand too long.

Accessibility

Participants in Tung Chung showed appreciation to the close proximity of the MTR station, but
there were no stations near the Yat Tung area despite they have reflected for several years.
Some participants found that there were improvements in Lantau buses, including installation
of ramps for wheelchair users in recent years, but they also suggested that overhead covers
should be installed at bus stops. In addition, participants aged 80 or above and service providers
noted that the traffic information was unclear, which prevented elderly residents from travelling
to other areas. Participants also showed great concern over the limited connection of the district
to other parts of the city, as Tsing Ma Bridge was the only connection currently. The Islands
will be isolated during bad weather as the bridge will be closed, so they suggested the

government to pay more attention to this area.

Overall, participants had mixed views on transportation in the Islands District, in particular,

transportation costs. Suggestions were given to improve the software and hardware of the

transportation system to further enhance its age-friendliness.
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WHO Domain 3: Housing

(i)

(ii)

(iii)

Home modification service

Participants aged between 60 and 79, as well as service providers, noted home modification
services were available to elderly residents. However, those aged between 18 and 59, as well
as family caregivers, reported that they did not know about any home modification services in
the community. Among participants living in public housing, they reported that the application
procedures were complicated as home modifications required a referral letter from
occupational therapists, while the elderly may not be able to reach these professionals. In
addition, the waiting time for approval was long, which may hinder the daily living of older
residents in the district. Participants also noted that a dilemma would be created for the elderly
in need if their applications were not eligible for free home modifications provided by the
government in the future (for those who have already modified their home in public housing

estates).

User-friendliness

Participants residing in rural areas generally appreciated the spacious housing design but
expressed concerns on the uneven roads and steps outside, which created safety issues to the
older residents. Participants commented on relatively cheap and affordable price for public
housing but found the housing size was small and not user-friendly to the wheelchair users.
They suggested that the responsible government bodies should make reference to other
countries in designing public housing to enhance age-friendliness and the possibilities of ageing

in place.

Social services for the elderly

Participants who were family caregivers showed an appreciation for social services provided
by the government bodies and social service organization in helping the elderly to replace
electrical wiring. However, they also expressed that there were safety concerns, as this required
the elderly to move their furniture and storage. They suggested the social service should be
more holistic and moving service should be provided to the elderly, especially for elderly

singletons and doubletons.

Overall, participants had mixed views on housing. More effort may be needed in improving the

age-friendliness of housing, especially on home modifications within the district.
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WHQO Domain 4: Social participation

(i)

(ii)

(iii)

Mutual help within the community

Participants expressed their enjoyment of a positive relationship with neighbours which created
a strong network for mutual help, especially on small islands. Older participants shared that
they escorted other older residents to the clinics for medical consultation, but participants who
were service providers expressed safety concerns over this voluntary escort service. Among
participants living in urban area, they found the relationship in the neighbourhood was

comparatively worse than those who lived in rural area.

Variety of activities

Participants greatly appreciated the wide range of social activities and interest classes available
to older residents in the Islands District, including but not limited to health talks, exercises
classes, music and drama activities. Generally speaking, the variety, location and participation
fee were all appreciated by all participants. These activities were considered very important in
providing good quality of life for older residents and enhancing community cohesion. In terms
of providing care to isolated individuals and the frail elderly, participants found that outreach

activities were available in the district.

Integrated services for different ethnic groups

Participants aged between 18 and 59 and those who were service providers stressed their
concerns for the elderly from different ethnic groups (those who were not Chinese / non-
Cantonese speakers). Participants noticed that there were residents from other ethnic groups
who moved to the Islands District when they were younger, but there was a lack of social
activities for them after their retirement. In addition, participants who were service providers
suggested that more social service can be provided to cater to the needs of the elderly from
different ethnic groups. Language barriers and cultural differences may also create conflicts
between elderly groups, so participants suggested more integrated activities should be held to

improve social participation in the community.

Overall, participants in the Islands District expressed great satisfaction and joy in their social ties

and friendships with other residents. In small communities and rural areas, a strong neighbourhood

network facilitated mutual help and the sense of group membership. However, participants also

suggested the need to further reach out to older residents of other ethnic groups. This is important in

enhancing age-friendliness and the quality of life in the district for all its residents.
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WHQO Domain 5: Respect and social inclusion

(i) Feedback mechanism
Participants showed appreciation for a sufficient feedback mechanism in the Islands District.
They shared positive experiences with the District Council as well as Rural Committee
members who garnered their opinions and took actions enthusiastically. Participants also noted

that there were elderly concern groups which actively engaged older residents in the district.

(ii) Social inclusiveness
Views regarding respect and social inclusiveness yielded a mixed result. While some
participants had positive experiences with residents in the Islands District, such as having
priority seats offered to them on buses, others recalled negative experiences and felt
disrespected. For instance, participants who were caregivers had even felt that they were

discriminated against when getting on buses with their chair-bound older family members.

(iii)  Intergenerational interaction
While most participants espoused that they welcome visits by younger generations, some
participants suggested that young people were not respecting the elderly. Some observed that
youngsters in the district constantly had their eyes glued on their phones, reducing the
interactions with the elderly. Participants suggested that schools should hold more activities to
enhance intergenerational interactions. In addition, participants reported that their younger

family members living in other districts only visited them once or twice a month.

(iv)  Media depiction of the elderly
Participants observed that there were negative stereotypes of the elderly in the Islands District.
Media images of the elderly were out of date, wizened hands and walking sticks were
inappropriate depictions of them. They suggested that the elderly should not be equivalent to
the needy and more promotions on active ageing are necessary. In addition, a rebranding of
older people as energetic and hidden potential human resources is needed to enable age-
friendliness.

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

social inclusion of the elderly. They suggested adding more intergenerational activities in the Islands

District as well as a rebranding of older people to recognize their value.
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WHQO Domain 6: Civic participation and employment

(i)

(ii)

(iii)

Employment opportunities

Participants aged 80 or above contended that they had few opportunities to engage in the
workforce, while participants aged between 60 and 79 acknowledged that employment
opportunities, whether full-time or part-time, were available to them as the airport is located in
the Islands District. However, they expressed concerns on the dearth of job opportunities for
the younger generation in the district, which may lower their motivation to stay within the
district, thus creating more elderly singleton and doubleton families. Participants who were
service providers observed that some older residents were eager to work even after they had

passed the retirement age, but they were only hired in blue-collar jobs such as cleaners.

Volunteering

While views on paid employment opportunities were mixed, participants age 60 or above
generally expressed that there were ample volunteer opportunities in the Islands District. In
general, participants volunteered in various social service organizations to receive volunteer
training and provide home visits, outreaching and escort services to the elderly in the
community. Participants over 80 years old shared their considerations in choosing volunteer
works rather than paid jobs, including a sense of meaning, proximity to home, family support
and volunteer works with the least physical demand. Typically, they found that these volunteer
activities added meaning to their lives and that they can feel their self-worthiness as they were

able to learn new knowledge and skills concurrently.

Ageism

Generally, participants expressed that age discrimination did not exist in the Islands District. In
particular for participants aged between 60 and 79, they were actively engaging in the
community through volunteer work. They felt that they were not discriminated against when
providing volunteer work to the elderly or the younger generation. In addition, participants
found that the opinions and feedback from the elderly were collected regularly. However,
participants who were service providers suggested social service organizations and the
government should include the elderly in the planning stage of social service. This can help to
understand more about the needs of the elderly and to ensure the feasibility of the social

programmes.

Overall, participants noted that older residents were active in their civic participation, especially

those who were actively engaged in volunteer groups. Engaging the elderly in social services planning

1s important to enhance age-friendliness in the Islands District.
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WHQO Domain 7: Communication and information

(i)

(ii)

(iii)

Smartphone utilization

Age differences were observed in smartphones utilization in the Islands District. Among
participants aged 80 or above, only one of them was using a smartphone while others were
using traditional mobile phones which cannot connect to the Internet. Participants aged
between 60 and 79 were using smartphones, except for the oldest participant in this group.
They explained that they received smartphone training workshops in social service
organizations and that the use of smartphones enable them to share information with family
and friends constantly. In addition, they also regain a sense of autonomy when choosing which
information to receive or ignore. Some participants suggested that mobile applications can be
developed to enhance information flow. Participants also observed that Internet coverage has

been enhanced in recent years.

Telephone appointment system

Participants shared their experiences in making medical appointment and registration of social
activities via the telephone appointment system. While the younger participants viewed this
system as more convenient, older participants expressed the tremendous difficulties in using
this system. They were frustrated with the telephone appointment system, which is very
inconvenient to navigate, especially for the elderly with hearing difficulties. These older
residents can only resolve this problem by physically queuing up at the medical agencies, which
causes them immense discomfort.

Information dissemination

While younger participants mainly receive information regarding the community via the
Internet, older participants obtain information mainly from television, newspapers and local
community talks. Participants residing in public housing estates showed appreciation to the
amount of information they received, including but not limited to healthcare information and
social activities. However, participants living in private housing expressed that they had fewer
routes when it came to obtaining community information, probably due to the reluctance of
accepting external information by property management agencies. Regarding effective
information dissemination methods, participants suggested that posters and leaflets would
enhance information flow. They also emphasized the need to use larger font sizes and more

informational graphics on promotional materials, which can attract older residents.

Overall, participants had considerably easy access to information in the community, but the

information flow in private housing estates was limited. Suggestions were also given on the formatting

of promotional materials and dissemination methods.
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WHQO Domain 8: Community support and health services

(i)

(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

Availability and accessibility

Participants highlighted the convenience of healthcare service after the establishment of the
North Lantau Hospital (“NLTH”), which provides accident and emergency (A&E) service,
inpatient service as well as ambulatory care services to residents in the Islands District.
However, participants suggested the government should recruit more specialists to NLTH so
that residents do not need to be transferred to hospitals in other districts for inpatient service.
Participants also stressed concerns for the lack of healthcare service in Tai O, Peng Chau and
Mui Wo, as private clinics in these areas were relatively expensive. Participants found that
older residents preferred to visit herbal doctors. However, there was a lack of stores that sell
herbal medicine. Participants who were service providers observed that there were mobile

vehicles with herbal medical service available.

The dearth of banking services

Most of the participants lamented the lack of banking services in the Islands District. They
complained that there was only one bank in Tai O and Mui Wo, and it was not open on several
weekdays, making it very inconvenient for residents, especially for the elderly who did not
know how to use the automated teller machine. Some need to travel to other areas such as Tsing

Yi for banking services.

The dearth of food choices

Participants living in Cheung Chau and Tai O expressed that food choices in wet markets were
limited and that the food was relatively expensive. Those who aged 65 or above travelled to
other areas such as Sham Shui Po for cheaper food as they enjoyed the transportation
concession. However, for older residents who had physical difficulties, they were not able to
travel a long distance for food. In addition, participants were discontented with the soaring
prices in restaurants. Elderly who were unable to cook for themselves had limited choices for
meals. They suggested that restaurants should consider promoting healthy meals to enhance

the quality of life of the elderly.

Insufficient number of cemeteries
Most of the participants aged 65 or above had discussed end-of-life planning with their families,
but they were concerned that there were insufficient cemeteries and columbariums in the

district.

Overall, participants had mixed views on community support and health services. More effort

should be placed in enhancing age-friendliness.
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5. Conclusion

The Islands District has been admitted as one of the members of the WHO age-friendliness
network. It is evident that various stakeholders in the community, including the Islands DC, Rural
Committee, NGOs and local residents, have put in much effort into raising the awareness of AFC. In
the past few years, improvement in barrier-free facilities and social services have been witnessed and

appreciated by residents in the Islands District.

Overall, survey findings showed that respondents perceived the Islands District to be age-friendly
in general. Among the eight AFC domains, ‘““social participation” scored the highest, followed by
“respect and social inclusion”, and “communication and information”. These are treasures within the
Islands District that should be continuously retained and optimized for all the residents. On the other
hand, more resources and effort should be put in the following domains, namely “community support

and health services”, “outdoor spaces and buildings”, and “housing”, to enable the Islands District to

become more age-friendly.

6. Recommendations

Consolidating findings from both the questionnaire survey and focus group study, the Project
team proposed a number of suggestions in each domain. When it came to “outdoor spaces and
buildings”, participants suggested to arrange special services to persons in need. Overhead covers at
bus stops will enable residents to stay safe during bad weather conditions, while separate counters and
queues for local residents, especially for the elderly, are needed to reduce inconvenience and physical
fatigue.

In order to improve the age-friendliness of “transportation”, participants suggested increasing the
frequencies of public transport. In addition, they also stressed their concerns about alternative
transportation as the islands will be isolated in case of bad weather. Participants in Yat Tung were
especially concerned about the far proximity of the MTR station which is inconvenient to not only
commuters but also older residents who would like to travel to other areas. As Cheung Chau and Tai
O are famous tourist spots in Hong Kong, participants found the transportation is too congested and
crowded during weekends and holidays, which created hassles for local residents, such as long queues
at bus stops and expensive transportation fees on holidays. Although tourism can bring economic
benefits to the district, it hinders family members of the older residents from visiting them on weekends
and holidays.

Under the “housing” domain, participants were discontented to the soaring housing price in the
Islands District even though it is a common scenario across the city. Participants suggested the
government reconsider the interior design of housing, especially in public housing estates, which can

enhance the living quality for the frail elderly. Installation of ramps, larger flat entrance and bathroom
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grab bars can be good options. Moreover, the application procedures of home modification services

provided by the government can be reviewed to facilitate the elderly in need.

To improve the age-friendliness of “social participation”, participants suggested that more
outreach services can be initiated to reach out to the isolated elderly. Building on the strong social
bonding in the Islands District, participants reflected that the services for older residents from different
ethnic groups can be enhanced. Among residents in urban areas, they suggested more integration
activities can be held to enhance social cohesiveness and to encourage older residents to expand their
social network.

While participants generally appreciated the effective feedback mechanism within the district,
they also provided suggestions to improve age-friendliness of “respect and social inclusion”. For
instance, they suggested schools in the Islands District can initiate more intergeneration interaction
programmes and a need to rebrand the image of the elderly as energetic and potential human resources
with wisdom.

For “civic participation and employment”, more job opportunities can be provided to the elderly
who are able and willing to contribute. Various sectors can cooperate and promote the qualities of older
employees, such as honesty and punctuality. Elderly job expos can be held to attract older residents
and the possibilities of flexible working hours can bring more elderly back into the workforce. This

can reduce the dependency ratio and increase self-worthiness.

To improve “communication and information”, participants suggested ways to enhance
information dissemination methods, such as posters and leaflets. As medical appointments will become
increasingly important when residents get older, it is suggested that enhancements on the automated
telephone answering system is needed. Clear instructions and slower speed of speaking can enable the

elderly to make appointments via telephone by themselves.

The government can consider recruiting more specialists to enhance medical service in the Islands
District. To further improve the age-friendliness of “community support and health services”, banking

services and food choices can be extended.

In sum, there is a generally positive view on perceived age-friendliness and sense of community
in the Islands District as found in the final assessment. More knowledge exchange platforms can be
created across the district to promote the concept of AFC, with the goal of creating an enjoyable

environment for citizens to age in place.
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8. Appendices

Appendix 1 - District Council Election Constituency Boundaries Map (Islands District)
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Appendix 2 — Questionnaire survey (Chinese version only)
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