                   
Society for Community Organization  

2012/13 Research Report on Cage Homes, Cubicles, and Sub-divided flats

2012/13 Research Report on

Cage Homes, Cubicles, 
and Sub-divided flats 

Society for Community Organization

September 1, 2013

2012/2013 Research Report on Cage Homes, Cubicles, and Sub-divided flats
Contents

1. Research Background                                 P. 3 – 5
2. Research Subjects                                    P. 6
3. Research Objectives                                  P. 6
4. Scope of Research                                    P. 6
5. Research Methods                                    P. 7
6. Research Limitations                                 P. 7
7. Research Results                                     P. 8 – 18
8. Analysis of Results                                   P. 18 – 28
9. Policy Advice                                        P. 28 – 33
10. Bibliography                                        P. 34 – 35
11. Research Data Tables                                 P. 26 – 83
12. Research Questionnaire                               P. 84 – 91
1. Research Background

Data from the Hong Kong Census and Statistics Department reveals that as of the second quarter of 2012 there were approximately 71,000 people dwelling in inadequate-housing environments
 including cage homes
, cubicles
, and sub-divided flats
. 32,000 of these residents live in private housing and 3,000 reside in subdivided industrial flats
. The data also demonstrates that the number of people dwelling in inadequate housing has been declining in recent years. As a result, the government has neglected the seriousness of housing issues, and housing policies have not been put forth. This year, however, the government has entrusted organizations that have investigated and calculated that there are 171,000 people residing in subdivided flats
. This amount greatly deviates from estimations by the Census and Statistics Department, and not only does not reflect the improvements in the housing situation that the Census and Statistics Department indicated, but reveals that the grassroots-housing issue is actually worsening. Moreover, the estimated numbers are not inclusive of industrial- and commercial-building residents. Thus, we have reason to believe that the estimations were underestimated, and that the government has thus shirked its responsibilities. 
1.1.  Research reveals that the subdivided-flats issue is serious and has spread to industrial buildings and the singleton cohort

We have paid close attention to the grassroots-housing issue for many years, especially to the changes in all types of inadequate housing, and stayed on top of the latest housing conditions in Hong Kong. Over the years we have conducted many investigations on types of housing, including the Research Report on Issues with Renting Cage Homes, Cubicles, and Sub-divided flats that was released in August, 2009. At that time, we discovered that the median rent per square foot was as high as HK $32.9, which is much higher than typical rental rates
. Additionally, in October of last year, we released the 2012 Research Report on the Conditions and Needs of Industrial-Building Residents, which reflected the conditions of residents cramming into inadequate housing, and that residents are already moving from residential to industrial buildings to avoid exorbitant market rents
. The 2012 Research Report on the Housing Needs of Non-Elderly Single Individuals that was released in June, 2013 further revealed how housing policies neglected different cohorts and how individuals who are on very long waiting lists for public housing have no choice but to become another resident of inadequate housing
.       
1.2.  Public-housing policies have been stagnant for years while the use of subdivided cubicles has continuously increased

As of March, 2013, the number of individuals on the public-housing waiting list was 228,400, nearly twice the number of those on the waiting list just five years ago
, when new all-time highs were repeatedly reached. However, the new administration’s last Policy Address stated that it will continue to maintain annual development of approximately 15,000 public-housing units over the next five years
 which, considering the enormous waiting-list numbers, will not satisfy the huge housing demand. Even though the Housing Authority has promised that those on the waiting list will have to wait an average of three years, their promise does not include the 110,000-plus non-elderly, single individuals. The large number of people on the waiting list has put pressure on the three-year-average wait time
. Thus, the public-housing policies are obviously ineffective, and many grassroots residents have little choice but to cram into inadequate housing.     
1.3.  With the abolition of rent controls, rent increases and evictions have continued
Rent controls and rental rights were abolished in 1998 and 2004, respectively, leaving renters with no security in the rental market. Even though a tenant is paying rent, the landlord or rent manager can order the tenant to vacate with one month’s notice. Moreover, the landlord or rent manager has the right to increase rent by a rate greater than the inflation rate, and can even impose annual rent increases, but the tenant has no bargaining power. As a result, the grassroots residents have become victims of the Landlord and Tenant (Consolidation) Ordinance, and have had to fully endure the hardships of increased rent and evictions.     
1.4.  The cage-home issue has existed for a long time, and housing issues are becoming more serious

Even though Hong Kong’s economic development has steadily improved, grassroots-housing issues are still serious in Hong Kong. Cage housing is not a new issue, but it has still not been resolved despite obvious improvements in the economy. As of July 31, 2013, there were ten licensed bedspace apartments in Hong Kong
. Even though the problem seems to have improved, Hong Kong still has many unlicensed cage flats
, including derivatives such as coffin rooms or rooms less than fifteen square feet in size. The situation has become very disconcerting.      
    Just after the new administration entered office, the Long Term Housing Strategy Steering Committee was re-established to review and formulate housing policies for the next ten years, and has tentatively planned to release consultation documents in September of this year regarding housing policies for the next ten years. It is also holding public consultation. Thus, we have released the 2012/13 Research Report on Cage Homes, Cubicles, and Sub-divided flats.     

2. Research Subjects
Questionnaire subjects are residents living in all types of inadequate housing, including:

2.1.  Residents of unlicensed cage homes
2.2.  Residents of licensed cage homes
2.3.  Residents of cubicles/solid-partitioned cubicles
2.4.  Residents of sub-divided flats
2.5.  Residents of roof huts
2.6.  Residents of industrial buildings
3. Research Objectives

Since there are still a large number of poor individuals cramped in all types of inadequate-housing environments, we have scheduled research on cage homes, cubicles, and sub-divided flats, in order to understand the conditions of the grassroots housing market during recent years and to have a firm grasp of the changes and trends in Hong Kong’s housing issues. SoCo conducted this research from October, 2012 to August, 2013, and utilized it to investigate the residents’ housing and economic conditions. The objectives are as follows:   
3.1.  Investigate the latest conditions and changes of cage homes, cubicles, and sub-divided flats;
3.2.  Investigate economic conditions and living needs of residents of cage homes, cubicles, and sub-divided flats;
3.3.  Compare all types of inadequate housing;
3.4.  Compare inadequate-housing changes that have occurred in recent years
3.5.  Provide policy advice based on results of the investigation
4. Scope of Research
The questionnaire and investigation encompass the following scope:

4.1.  Information on cage, cubicle, and small-suite units
4.2.  Background information of residents
4.3.  Housing conditions of residents
4.4.  Residents’ opinions on re-housing policies
4.5.  Economic and employment conditions of residents
4.6.  Personal health conditions of residents
4.7.  Assistance that social policies provide to residents
4.8.  Residents’ methods of seeking assistance
5. Research Methods
    In order to gain a more complete understanding of the conditions of all types of housing, this investigation was conducted through sampling, in which the scope of sampling included 12 privately operated, licensed cage units, 38 privately operated, unlicensed cage units that we observed first-hand, 359 privately operated cubicle units, and 265 privately operated small-suite units. We utilized cluster sampling to conduct investigations through samples of cage, cubicle, and small-suite flats in areas including Sham Shui Po, Cheung Sha Wan, Tai Kok Tsui, Kwun Tong, North Point, and Jordan. This investigation sampled 9 cage flats (4 licensed and 5 unlicensed), 29 cubicle flats, and 25 small-suite flats, and interviewed 216 households [83 cage-home households (38.4%), 96 cubicle households (44.4%), and 37 small-suite households (17.1%), for a total of 338 people].   
6. Research Limitations

Our research was conducted via sampling, which entailed questionnaire investigations in multiple areas. Due to resource limitations, we were unable to conduct large-scale sampling throughout all of Hong Kong; however, we are confident that we were able to demonstrate the living conditions of residents in inadequate housing located in certain areas. Moreover, because the response rate of the questionnaires was not stable, questionnaires were returned with different levels of completeness among the different areas. Furthermore, during our investigation period, we found there were many gated off hallways between small-suite units, making some units impossible to access. Thus, the number of questionnaires completed by subdivided-flat residents was lower than the number of questionnaires completed by residents of other types of housing.        
7. Research Results

7.1.  Background of Residents

7.1.1 Gender Distribution
    Respondents were 75.5% male and 24.5% female. All cage-home respondents were male (100%). Among female respondents, the proportion living in sub-divided flats (56.8%) was greater than that living in cubicles (33.3%) and cage homes (0%), indicating that females have relatively high privacy and safety standards. (see Table 1)  

7.1.2 Age Distribution
The median age of respondents was 53 years old, while 40 years of age and older comprised 81.3%, and 60 years of age and older comprised 33.1% (see table), indicating that there is still a large number of elderly individuals cramming themselves into inadequate-housing units. However, the fairly young cohort of residents under 40 years of age increased to 18.7%, which is greater than the percentage of that cohort in 2009. The data reveals that the ages of small-suite residents (median age of 45 years old) were younger than those of residents residing in cubicles and cage homes. (see Table 2)  

7.1.3. Level of Education Distribution

Regarding the respondents’ level of education, primary school or higher represented 37.8%, middle school represented 40.3%, secondary school and IB represented 18.4%, and post-secondary or higher represented 3.6% (see table), indicating that the respondents’ level of education is relatively low for Hong Kong. However, the level of education has increased over the years, as the proportion of respondents with secondary school or a higher education level is increasing—from only 9.9% in 1997 to 16.4% in 2006, and to 22% in 2012/13. (see Table 3)  
7.1.4. Marital Status and Family Composition 

Regarding the respondents’ overall marital situation, non-married represented 22.4%, marriage represented 41.5%, separated or divorced represented 28.6%, and widowed represented 7.6%. Separation and divorce rates have increased over previous years and were highest among cage residents. Respondents residing in sub-divided flats had a much higher marriage rate (78.4%) than the marriage rate of 34.8% for cubicle residents and 32.1% for cage residents. (see Table 4)   


Regarding the respondents’ number of persons per household, singleton households represented the majority at 72%, and two-person households represented 9%, three-person households represented 7.6%, four-person households represented 9.5%, and five-person households represented 1.9%. The proportion of singleton households has increased since 2009, as cage and cubicle respondents were mostly singletons in proportions of 93.8% and 78.7%, respectively. Most small-suite respondents were households with two or more persons, representing 94.4%, most of which were four-person households. (see Table 5)        

   
Among the respondents in this investigation, 28.7% had not lived in Hong Kong for seven years, 21% were sixty years of age or older, and nearly twenty percent of households dwelling in inadequate housing had at least one member under the age of eighteen. (see Table 6) 

7.1.5. Areas of Residence

Most of the respondents lived in Cheung Sha Wan, representing 35.2%, followed by Sham Shui Po at 14.4%, and Tai Kok Tsui at 13.4%. Nearly eighty percent of respondents lived in Kowloon West, nearly ten percent lived in Kowloon East, and nearly 15% lived on Hong Kong Island. (see Table 9)
7.2.
Information on Flat and Housing Conditions 
7.2.1. Types of Buildings and Housing

96.3% of respondents resided in privately owned building flats, but 3.7% live in industrial-building flats. Regarding types of housing, most were cubicles, which represented 44.4%, followed by cage units, among which 18.5% were licensed and 19.9% were unlicensed, totaling 38.4%. Sub-divided flats represented 17.1%. (see Tables 7 and 8)  

7.2.2. Subdivided Flats and Number of Residents

The median number of subdivided units was 10, the median number of households was 10, and the median number of persons per flat was 10.5. These numbers indicate that the living conditions are crowded, and that the average number of subdivided units in housing flats is markedly higher (average number of subdivided units is 12.52) than the 3.6 small units
 recorded in the Survey on Subdivided Flats in Hong Kong. (see Table 10, Table 11, and Table 12)
7.2.3. Size of Residences

The median size of the respondents’ residences was 40 square feet, which is higher than the median size of 30 square feet in 2009. This size difference is related to there being more sub-divided flats in this investigation than were in previous years’ investigations; sub-divided flats are generally larger than cubicles and cage homes. Most sub-divided flats (68.6%) have usable square footage as high as 80 square feet or higher, whereas cubicles (45.5%) only have a usable square footage of 40 – 60 square feet or less, and most cage homes (75.3%) have less than 20 square feet. (see Table 15)  
7.2.4. Average Size of Residences

The overall average size of residences was 30 square feet per person, indicating that the sizes of inadequate housing are extremely confined, and are much smaller than the Housing Authority’s household-density standards of 70 square feet per person, and are much smaller than the average size of 67.6 square feet per person from the Survey on Subdivided Flats in Hong Kong. When calculating the median living density per person, sub-divided flats, at only 37.5 square feet, are denser than cubicles; cubicles are 40 square feet, and cage homes are only 15 square feet. (see Table 16)  
7.2.5. Kitchen and Bathroom Facilities

Three persons shared one bathroom in small-suite flats, eight persons shared one bathroom in cubicle flats, and eleven persons shared one bathroom in cage-home flats, all of which are higher than the 2009 numbers. (see Table 13)

Not every flat had a kitchen. Among kitchenless units, 75.4% were cage homes, 6.3% were cubicles, and 9.1% were sub-divided flats. Because most cage flats were kitchenless, unit users had go out to eat, thus increasing their food expenses. Many sub-divided flats did not have formal kitchen facilities. Tenants had to set up their own cooking equipment, but near to the bathroom, which is very unsanitary. Three persons shared one kitchen in small-suite flats, eight persons shared one kitchen in cubicle flats, and sixteen persons shared one kitchen in cage-home flats, indicating no significant improvement over 2009. (see Table 14)  
7.2.6. Conditions of Residences

Respondents face different problems, among which 84.2% were sanitation problems, 58.6% were problems with facilities, and nearly thirty percent were problems with rental services. (see Table 17)

37.4% of respondents were introduced to inadequate housing through family and friends and 26.5% through street advertisements. It is worth noting that half (50%) of small-suite respondents mainly found inadequate housing through realty companies, whereas cubicle residents were significantly less at 14.6%, and no cage homes respondents went through realty companies, indicating that realtors have a significant presence in the small-suite market. (see Table 18)
    Regarding the respondents’ reasons for moving into inadequate housing, affordable rent represented 32.2%, financial constraints represented 24.9%, convenience to work represented 12.7%, demolition of prior flat represented 9.3%, and family issues represented 10.7%, indicating that economics were the main reason. Among the respondents’ overall responses to inquiries about their level of satisfaction with their residence, 63.9% were very dissatisfied or dissatisfied. 78.3% of small-suite respondents expressed that they were very dissatisfied or dissatisfied with their current residence, a greater proportion than the same responses at 56.2% and 66.2% from respondents dwelling in cubicles and cage homes, respectively. (see Tables 22 and 23)

The median duration for which respondents lived in their units was two years, the same as the 2009 duration. The median duration for small-suite units was three years, which is longer than the two-year median durations for cubicles and cage homes. This phenomenon is very likely due to sub-divided flats being occupied largely by families, which cannot easily move out due to down payments, utilities, and other expenses, as well as the effects on employment and education. (see Table 20)

The median duration for which repondents lived in inadequate housing was seven years, which indicates that they had already resided in a bad environment for a certain period of time, and are not necessarily living there for a short duration due to their finances suddenly drying up. While they may have recently moved, they ended up at another inadequate-housing facility. (see Table 21)
7.3. Policies for Public-Housing Placement

89.8% of respondents wanted to move out, but 10.2% could not move out. Regarding the level of satisfaction towards current residence, most (97.3%) small-suite residents expressed the desire to move out, whereas slightly fewer respondents living in cubicles (87.5%) and cage homes (89%) expressed that desire. (see Table 24)


Over ninety percent of respondents were willing or desired to move into public housing. Those unable to move out were mostly limited by financial constraints, such as lacking the money to move or bearing the high rental rates, which each represented 17.6%. 23.5% were unwilling to move due to close proximity to friends in current location, and 11.8% were unwilling due to having more work opportunities in the current district and being conveniently located near their workplace. (see Tables 25 and 26)    

44.4% of the respondents were on the public-housing waiting list, and 5.6% had already applied for public housing but had not received approval; thus, half had applied for public housing and half had not. The percentage of small-suite respondents who had applied and already received approval (67.6%) for public housing was greater than that of respondents from the cubicle (39.4%) and cage (39.8%) cohorts. Regarding the respondents’ duration on the public-housing waiting list, the median was 2 years, the average was 2.84 years, and over forty percent of respondents had been on the waiting list for 3 or more years. (see Tables 27 and 28) 

50% had not applied for public housing, for reasons that mainly included having income greater than the maximum limit, representing 17.7% of respondents. Ineligibility due to incomplete divorce filings and not understanding the application procedures respectively represented 12.5% and 14.6% of respondents (see Table 30). In 2009, only 9.2% of respondents did not apply for public housing due to having income that exceeded the maximum limit, indicating that Hong Kong’s housing policies are unable to satisfy the needs of different-income cohorts, leading to some cohorts cramming into inadequate housing because their income level is just higher than the maximum-income limit for public housing. (see Tables 27 and 31)     


Seventy percent of respondents wanted to be re-housed in their current district, whereas 30.5% did not want to be re-housed in their current district. The reasons for wanting to be re-housed in current districts were mostly due to social networks being in those districts, representing 45.1%; being convenient to work or close proximity to work opportunities, representing 38%; elderly persons being familiar with the environment, representing 32.4%; and economic constraints and difficulty going to school or work in other districts, representing 19.7%. (see Tables 29 and 30)


The respondents’ reasons for not moving into singleton hostels include being unaware of singleton hostels (24.7%), not knowing the application procedures (19.5%), and not being accustomed to the hostel-management style. (see Table 32)  
7.4. Finances and Employment
7.4.1. Income Sources

The respondents’ income sources included CSSA at 51.9%, occupations at 46.9%, and other sources including savings at 5.7%, disability allowance at 1.9%, old age allowance at 1.9%, and child support at 4.3%. The proportion of respondents whose sources of income were occupations was up from the 34.5% level in 2009, whereas the proportion of CSSA recipients was down from the 60.9% level in 2009. (see Table 41)      

7.4.2. Employment Status

24.4% of respondents worked part-time/temporary jobs and 21.1% worked full-time jobs, up from respective levels of 12.1% and 19% in 2009. Respondents who were employed full-time mostly worked in the food industry (32.6%), followed by security (10.1%) and custodial work (10.1%). The respondents who worked part-time/temporary jobs mainly worked custodial (21.4%), food service (19%), and construction (14.3%) jobs. Most of the respondents’ occupations were unskilled jobs that were labor-oriented, required long hours, and paid low wages. (see Tables 33 and 34)    
The unemployed cohort represented 28.6%, with the median duration of unemployment being 1 year. Reasons for unemployment mainly included the loss of ability to work (42.3%), job dismissal (13.5%), and retirement (20.7%). Even though the employment status has improved over its 39.1% level in 2009, the majority of the respondents worked day labor, part-time, and temporary jobs at a level greater than the 12.1% level from 2009. This phenomenon indicates that even though the unemployment issue has improved, unstable income and insufficient work opportunities still exist. (see Tables 35 and 36)   
7.4.3. Income

The respondents’ median monthly individual income was HK $4,000, and 44.1% of respondents had monthly individual income of less than HK $4,000. The respondents’ median monthly household income was HK $9,000, but 5.8% of monthly household incomes were less than HK $4,000. The median monthly income of singletons was HK $7,995. (see Table 50)  


The financial and employment conditions of the small-suite cohort were more ideal than those of the cubicle and cage cohorts, as small-suite respondents had a higher employment rate (75.6%, 36.6%, and 48.2%), higher rate of employment as source of income (77.8%, 37%, and 44.6%), and had a higher median monthly income (HK $11,500, HK $8,500, and HK $8,000). However, the small-suite cohort’s median monthly individual income (HK $3,291) was lower than that of the cubicle (HK $4,300) and cage (HK $4,200) cohorts. (see Tables 33, 41, and 50)  

7.4.4. Effects of Minimum Wage
Over eighty percent of working respondents expressed that their income did not change following the implementation of the minimum wage. Only 19.6% of working respondents expressed that their increased due to the implementation of the minimum wage. Nearly eighty percent of respondents from working households did not experience changes in income following the implementation of the minimum wage, and only 21.1% experienced an increase. (see Tables 43 and 47) 
7.5. Housing Expenses
7.5.1. Rent
The respondents’ median rental rate per housing unit was HK $1,500, which is slightly higher than the $1,265 rate in 2009. The median rental rate for sub-divided flats was HK $2,550, which is higher than the HK $1,500 for cubicles and cage homes. Nearly thirty percent of small-suite households paid HK $3,000 or higher for rent, but a closer observation reveals that rent among this thirty percent of high-rent households was as high HK $3,000 to $6,000 per month, demonstrating a very wide range of rental rates. The median rent per square foot was HK $30, and the median rent per square foot for cage homes was HK $42.9, where the highest was HK $106.7 (15 square feet with a monthly rental rate of HK $1,600), which is much higher than that of public housing, the private market, and even luxury flats. (see Tables 52 and 56)   
7.5.2. Median Percentage of Income Allocated to Rent 

Among the respondents, the median percentage of income allocated to rent was 27.7%, a slight decrease from 33.3% in 2009. This phenomenon is likely related to increased income of residents (median household income is higher than that of 2009). The percentage of income allocated to rent was higher for cubicles and cage homes (sub-divided flats were 25%, cubicles were 28.57%, and cage homes were 29.09%) among the three types of housing, and accounted for approximately thirty percent of the respondents’ monthly income. Regarding median levels, CSSA respondents bore rental rates that were over thirty percent (34%) of their income, and over half of CSSA residents paid rental rates that were greater than their rental allowance at a median difference of HK $145. (see Tables 53 and 55, and Tables 39 and 40)   

7.5.3. Other Housing Expenditures

Besides rent, other housing expenses can increase economic constraints. Median deposits were HK $1,350, up from HK $1,200 in 2009. Even though overall median utility deposits were HK $0, median utility deposits for sub-divided flats were HK $800, median water expenses were HK $50, median electricity costs were HK $145, median advanced rent was HK $0, and miscellaneous expenses were HK $0. Median rent and utility expenses were HK $1,500, whereas that for over ten percent of respondents was HK $3,000, and that for some respondents was as high as HK $6,650. Regarding percentage of income allocated to rent and utilities, the median was 30.99%, and was forty percent or greater for 30.4% of respondents. Among employed respondents, the median was low for proportions of income allocated to rent and utilities, at 22.25%, but among CSSA respondents, the proportion was higher, at 35.69%. (see Tables 64 – 68)     
7.5.4. Rental-Rate Changes and Forced Evictions 

Regarding rental-rate changes incurred by respondents over the past two years, 44.5% incurred increases, 55.5% did not incur changes, and no tenants received decreases. The percentage of residents who incurred increases has risen sharply over the past two years, and is markedly higher than the 10.7% in 2009. Among units that incurred rental-rate increases, 78% of residents had one rate increase, and over twenty percent incurred two or more increases. 12.5% of respondents who incurred rental-rate increases experienced increases of thirty percent or greater, and the median amount of increase was by 11.1%. (see Tables 57, 58, and 60)


The percentage of respondents who say they had been evicted over the past three years was 18.2%, among which 82.9% had been evicted once and 10.8% had been evicted two or more times, with the largest number of evictions within the past three years being as many as 6 times. (see Tables 69 and 70) 
7.6.
Personal Health
7.6.1. Illness

The proportion of respondents claiming to have chronic illness is nearly fifty percent, among whom 13.1% had cardiovascular disease, 13.1% had rheumatic disorder, 12.3% had respiratory disease, 11.3% had psychological disorders, 10.4% had diabetes, and 10.4% were disabled. (see Tables 71 and 72)
7.6.2. Marginalized Groups

6.3% of respondents were drug users, and 23.5% of respondents say they have a criminal record. (see Tables 73 and 75)
7.6.3. Mental and Emotional Health 

Regarding how housing conditions affect mental health and emotions, 12.7% occasionally or often quarreled with family as a result of having too little space, 14.5% occasionally or often quarreled with co-tenants as a result of having too little space, 11.7% occasionally or often quarreled with family members over using household facilities, 10.2% occasionally or often get into theft-related disputes within the building, 6.4% claim to occasionally or often experience unstable mental health, 4.9% claim to occasionally or often use drugs, 3% claim to occasionally or often undertake illegal activities, 0.5% claim to occasionally incur sexual harassment from family members and/or co-tenants, 57.3% claim to occasionally or often have their work or studies affected by poor sleep due to the environment being too hot and/or humid, 56.9% were occasionally or often irritable due to the poor conditions, and 45.7% occasionally or often felt despondent due to the poor conditions. (see Table 77)  
7.7. Social Policies
7.7.1. The Community Care Fund (CCF)

11.4% did not obtain benefits from any of the twelve measures (one-off additional payment to recipients of CSSA, reduced rates, minimum-wage legislation, “fruit money” one-off additional payment to recipients of CSSA, the government’s Scheme $6,000, CCF programs – other than Scheme $6,000 for new immigrants, the CCF’s $6,000 subsidy for new immigrants, Work Incentive Transport Subsidy Scheme, free public-housing rent, power-bill reductions, retirement tax, increased school-textbook subsidies) that the government put forth in 2012 to benefit the people and alleviate their hardships. (see Table 78)

Other than the government’s Scheme $6,000 and the CCF’s HK $6,000 giveaway to new immigrants, most of the respondents were unable to benefit, as those who missed out on ten of the benefits and those who missed out on nine of the benefits each represented 46%. (see Table 79) 


7.7.2. Food-Bank Services

The percentage of respondents who have used food-bank services is only 10.7%, among whom 47.4% have used them only once. 89.3% of respondents had never used food-bank services, 33.9% did not know how to apply, 28.4% were ineligible, and 23.5% say that the services were unnecessary. (see Tables 80 and 82) 
7.7.3. Requests for the Government

When asked how they would like the government to improve living conditions, over eighty percent of respondents requested construction of more public housing to shorten wait times for public housing; half of the respondents expressed a desire for rent-subsidy provisions; and 47.6% of respondents expressed a desire to legislate rent controls and rent-protection rights. (see Table 83) 
7.8 Facing Hardships and Ways of Seeking Help
7.8.1. The Greatest Hardships

Over forty percent of respondents see placement in public housing as the most pressing need. Among these respondents, the response was most (67.6%) enthusiastic among small-suite respondents. In addition, 46.5% of respondents thought financial constraints needed improvement. (see Table 84)

7.8.2. Methods for Resolving the Issues

Respondents mainly resolve these issues on their own, and do so at a proportion of 47.3%. They will turn to social workers at a proportion of 37.1%. Only 12.2% will look to the government, and 18.5% have no methods for resolving these issues. (see Table 85) 
7.8.3. Social Services

The social services with which the respondents had contacted mainly included social-work organizations/workers or voluntary outreach services, and were contacted at a rate of 43.9%. 16.6% will find these services on their own, but 29.3% of respondents expressed that they have never contacted any social services. Among the respondents who had contacted social services, 45.6% were with social-outreach services, followed by social security at 36.9%, followed lastly by welfare services for families and children at 13.4%. (see Table 86 and 87)
8. Problems Revealed from Research Results
8.1. There is an insufficient supply of public housing, which applicants cannot obtain in three years

Over half of the respondents had applied for public housing but were still in the waiting phase, which was long. Even though the median wait time is only two years, over forty percent of respondents had already been waiting for public housing for three or more years, thus exceeding the government’s three-year maximum wait policy guarantee. In fact, the annual supply of public homes has remained at only 20,000 units, a small number considering the nearly 23,000 residents currently on the wait list. 15.7% of respondents had already been waiting for public housing for five or more years, and nearly ten percent had been waiting for seven or more years, far greater than the number that the Housing Authority released at the end of June, 2012
. It is thus easy to see that the proportion on residents dwelling in inadequate housing is high, and that there is a strong demand for housing. Careful investigation into the detailed background information of the persons who have been waiting for public housing for three or more years reveals that nearly half are single-family households, and over thirty percent are households with four or more persons. Singleton households are affected by rates and the scoring system, and households with four or more persons struggle to get allocated into housing because there is currently a very short supply of units for households with four or more persons. Thus, the large demand has forced residents to dwell in inadequate housing, reflecting a correlation between the current housing situation and the public-housing supply and allocation system.    
Additionally, this investigation reveals that there has been an increase in the proportion of residents who do not apply for public housing due to having excessively high income, from a proportion of 9.2% in 2009 to 17.7%, among which the majority are small-suite residents. The so-called excess amount does not necessarily mean that income is excessively high, but that it merely exceeds the income level for public housing
. If two persons in a two-person household are simultaneously employed, even though they are only on minimum wage, they will lose their place in the public-housing queue if their income exceeds the maximum limits
. However, facing the housing market and exorbitant rents, this cohort is a new generation of the sandwich class that is unable to obtain housing. Since the threshold for applying for public housing has been breached, this cohort can only rent sub-divided flats and cubicle units, and has absolutely no opportunity to change its housing situation.    

8.2. Residents are buried in increasingly exorbitant rents 
Even though respondents have improved financially since 2009, the financial tsunami had just hit just before 2009 when economic stability was completely different from today’s conditions. In fact, while household incomes are higher than those in 2009, rent increases are incessant. Rental rates have increased across the board for cage homes, cubicles, and sub-divided flats, and the overall median rental rate is HK $1,500, compared to HK $1,265 in 2009. Facing increasing rental expenses, respondents’ percentage of income allocated to rent is 27.69%, in which cage homes are the highest at 29.09%. Even though there are indications of improved conditions since 2009, the declining proportion of rental expense is due to a significant overall increase in income.  
8.3. Rent per square foot remains high as rates continue to climb
New housing-price records have been set in Hong Kong in recent years, causing the rental market to be extremely active as well. Because the grassroots have been unable to bear the exorbitant rental rates of entire flats, they have been reduced to renting smaller subdivided flats that have poor conditions. For cage homes and cubicles the rent per square foot is at least HK $30, which is much greater than that of regular, medium-sized units, but the conditions and facilities are not comparable. Additionally, some of the inadequate housing units have a greater rent per square foot: sub-divided flats and cubicles can respectively reach HK $67.5 and HK $70.6 per square foot, and cage homes can reach the highest rent per square foot of HK $106.7. A monthly rental rate of HK $1,600 can only afford a small 15-square-foot cage-home unit, but many tenants still rent such units. This phenomenon reveals that many low-income individuals have no choice but to pay exorbitant rents per square foot because they cannot afford a subdivided unit that rents for several thousand HK dollars.      

8.4. High utility costs place added pressure on poor tenants

Even though some cage-home residents do not pay for utilities, their utility expenses are practically included in the rent. Cubicle and small-suite tenants must pay for their utilities separately, but their expenses indicate that the median amounts of some expenses have increased since 2009. For sub-divided flats, median water expenses reached HK $100 and electricity expenses reached HK $300. Even though many residents have separate meters, the method of expense collection is often unilaterally determined by the landlord or rent manager, often rendering tenants with no way of getting a favorable price. Moreover, while the water and electric bills are determined by the Water Supply Department and electric companies, residents dwelling in inadequate housing have to face another set of collection calculations. Because landlords and rent managers often try to squeeze out more profit, they will unilaterally require tenants to pay above-market water and electric fees. Some residents even incur per-unit electricity expenses as high as HK $1.79. Additionally, given the buildings’ poor ventilation, there is naturally a need for using a greater amount of electricity and water, thus imposing a greater financial burden on the tenants. Even though the percentage of income allocated to rent is 27.69%, when also rolling in the cost of utilities, the portion becomes 30.99% of overall income. Thirty percent of respondents incurred total expenses that were 40% or higher of total income, leaving very little remaining income.        
    Even though the government had previously pushed forward the Electricity Subsidy Scheme
 multiple times to help residents pay these expenses, only 7.1% of respondents claim they have benefitted from Electricity Subsidy Scheme, revealing an obviously low rate. A major reason for this phenomenon is that landlords or rent managers do not distribute subsidies to tenants after collecting the subsidies. Yet, the government has only indicated that the beneficiary depends on the landlord-tenant agreement. Thus, for many years tenants have paid higher electricity fees without receiving benefits.  

8.5. Short-term leases and frequent evictions

Tenant turnover is high; the median term for renting a unit was two years. Thus, many tenants may have to move every two years, but typically transfer to another inadequate housing facility and end up continuously residing in inadequate housing for as long as seven years. However, after moving there is no improvement in living conditions. Compared with housing types of their previous domiciles, over forty percent of respondents currently reside in inferior housing types, over thirty percent still reside in the same housing types, and only 8.5% currently live in superior housing types, indicating that the moves are not what the tenants desire. In light of the current exorbitant rents and increasing rates, it is not difficult to conclude that, due to a lack of bargaining power in the rental market, residents are transiently searching for different housing to avoid exorbitant rents charged by previous landlords. In fact, 44.5% of recipients incurred rent increases, and over twenty percent incurred rent increases two or more times. Additionally, over ten percent of respondents clearly expressed that they had been evicted within the past three years. Due to the current lack of rent-protection rights, landlords can take their flats back without any reasonable purpose and the tenants will be easily evicted. With the short supply of private-housing flats, tenants cannot find another residence within a short period of time and become homeless. Thus, the situation is very grim.      
8.6. Housing conditions are generally poor and seriously affect the residents’ lives and physical and mental health
    Over eighty percent of respondents claimed that the units had poor sanitary conditions. The ratio of communal-kitchen use is serious, as eight people share one kitchen and one bathroom, indicating that substantial sanitation issues exist. The units’ sizes are not big, and there are many subdivisions: 5 – 10 on average. Residents live in small living areas, the median of which is 40 square feet. The narrow, small spaces make residents unable to live normally and stifle their long-term development. Additionally, nearly half of respondents had chronic illness, and over half of respondents had mental illness, cardiovascular disease, rheumatic disorder, respiratory-system illness, diabetes, and even physical disabilities, indicating that the respondents’ poor physical health may be related to the lack of air circulation and sanitary issues. Moreover, respondents also stated that conditions affected their mental health and moods. Due to the living conditions, nearly sixty percent of respondents occasionally or often have no mental energy to work or study, over fifty percent occasionally or often feel irritable, and nearly half occasionally or often feel despondent, indicating that living conditions are directly related to mood. Poor conditions affect the residents’ physical and mental health.        

8.7 Residents’ income is far less than Hong Kong’s average; households with three or more persons live in poverty
    Most respondents are low-income individuals. The median monthly household income was only HK $5,000, despite the total income for small-suite households being only HK $10,000. Even though conditions have improved since 2009, compared to Hong Kong as a whole, which had income levels of HK $21,000 and HK $22,000 for 4Q2012 and 1Q2013, respectively

, income levels are much lower than Hong Kong’s overall income level.  

Furthermore, the government has said that it will set a poverty line which, if defined as the population earning half of the median income level, would include all numbers of persons per household except for one- or two-person households
. In addition, irrespective of what the numbers indicate, this investigation demonstrates that even though singleton households earn an income that is above the poverty line, singleton households live independently in inadequate housing. With over thirty percent of their income allocated to paying rent and utilities, their lives revolve around a tight budget. Thus, singleton households may appear to be out of poverty, but their lives are in fact in dire straits.    
8.8. Low-income cohorts earn unstable wages, thus casualizing the labor market

Even though respondents have experienced improved financial and unemployment conditions, the proportion of individuals working day-labor, part-time, and temporary jobs has increased since 2009. The overall median monthly income is only HK $9,000, which is still much lower than the median monthly income of HK $13,400
 for employed individuals in Hong Kong. This phenomenon is related to the casualized nature of their jobs and inadequate hours their jobs provide. 

Moreover, even though the minimum wage was legislated in 2011, only households with two or more persons benefit in terms of monthly income. Additionally, the respondents mainly worked in industries such as food service and janitorial, which not only require long work hours and pay low wages, but also provides virtually no opportunities for advancement. Thus, impeded by low income, exorbitant rents, and the inability to enjoy the fruits of Hong Kong’s stable economic development, residents have no choice but to rent inadequate housing.
8.9. With CSSA rent subsidies not within market range, the grassroots are further burdened by having to pay rent that exceeds subsidies

Renters have suffered from the high rental rates in recent years. For low-income individuals, rental-rate pressure is no small matter, but for CSSA tenants, above-market rates are an even more serious burden. According to statistics, the number of CSSA recipients paying excess rent for private housing has consistently increased over the past ten years. As of December, 2012, 57.1% of CSSA recipients living in private housing paid actual monthly rental rates that were greater than maximum subsidy rates
. This problem was most common for singleton households, among which cases of excess rent payments were as high as sixty percent. 
This investigation also revealed another similar situation pertaining to CSSA recipients’ proportion of income allocated to rent. Based on housing type, the portion of income allocated to private housing was 34.05%, 31.67%, and 37.87% for sub-divided flats, cubicles, and cage homes, respectively. Over half (54.3%) of CSSA respondents paid rent that exceeded subsidy rates, and most of these respondents were singleton CSSA recipients. Regarding the amount of excess rents paid by CSSA recipients, roughly eighty percent stated in February, 2013 that they have incurred rental-rate increases ranging from HK $100 to HK $200, yielding a median amount of excess rent of HK $145. Not only are the amounts of rental increases astonishing, but are twice as burdensome for singleton households. Furthermore, because the current CSSA subsidies are not within market range
, many recipients can only take what they can get. Over seventy percent of recipients can only afford to rent cubicles without independent kitchens and bathrooms. 
With the continuous increase in rental rates for private housing, there are fewer and fewer housing choices that can be covered by subsidies. For the long term, CSSA tenants in private housing can only rent housing with abysmal living conditions, which may even continue to present excess-rent issues.
8.10. The “N have-nots” cohort is unable to benefit from the government’s measures for relieving hardship and lacks a support network

Among the twelve measures for relieving hardship that the government put forth in 2012, other than the government’s Scheme $6,000 and the CCF’s HK $6,000 giveaway scheme to new immigrants, nearly half of respondents do not benefit from ten of the measures. If extra CSSA is not counted, then nearly half of respondents do not benefit from nine of the measures. 
    The above results reflect that inadequate housing contains many “N have-nots,” who are often squeezed out of all kinds of welfare policies and hardship-relief measures, but the government has not formulated any specialized policies that recognize and assist the have-nots cohort. This cohort is comprised largely of low-income individuals who pay exorbitant rental rates for private housing. Even though the government has implemented a series of hardship-relief measures over the past few years, the measures were mainly only beneficial to public-housing tenants and CSSA recipients, and ignored the fact that the “N have-nots” have not been included in the welfare network for many years. Last year was when the government passed the CCF for the first time to help the needy “N have-nots.” Facing high-inflation conditions in recent years along with serious rental-rate increases, the “N have-nots” are enduring increasing hardships.    

Additionally, the government put forth the Work Incentive Transport Subsidy Scheme in 2011 to encourage employment and offset exorbitant transportation costs. The Scheme is theoretically implemented to help the grassroots residents; however, results from this investigation reveal that only less than 1% of respondents benefitted from the plan due to complicated application procedures and excessively strict application criterion. Moreover, even though they are food-support services established for low-income residents, the respondents’ rate of usage is low, as it was utilized by only ten percent of residents. Most residents used it only once, largely because they did not know about the services, thus indicating that social-services information is not widely available amongst needy social groups.      
8.11. The singleton cohort is growing, but there are limited housing choices for single individuals

According to data from the Hong Kong Census and Statistics Department, 17% of Hong Kong households are singleton households, greatly surpassing 15% for 1991. This trend indicates that singleton households are the new trend, which is spreading to inadequate housing. The Long-Term Housing Strategy Steering Committee has indicated that over ¼ (27.1%) of respondents are singleton households living in subdivided housing units, i.e. including housing types colloquially known subdivided flats or cubicles. This investigation indicates that over seventy percent of respondents were singleton households, demonstrating that single living conditions are especially worsening in terms of inadequate-housing environment. Among the singleton households, over sixty percent are 60 years of age or younger, and mainly include unmarried, divorced, or widowed individuals. The greater one’s age, the more difficult one has in starting a family. If singletons wish to change their housing environment, waiting for public housing is the only way out.     

Since the Housing Authority began utilizing the points and quotas systems in 2005, non-elderly, single individuals waiting for public housing have had their opportunities for obtaining public housing severely stymied. The results of this investigation reveal that nearly half of public-housing applicants who have been waiting for public housing for three or more years are singleton households, indicating that the public-housing policies are incapable of responding to the single cohort’s growing demand for housing. In addition, before the points and quotas systems were utilized in 2005, the Housing Authority’s applicant survey revealed that, at that time, only 16% of non-elderly, single individuals applied for public housing because “current housing rents are too expensive” and “the current housing conditions are poor,” and that 92% of respondents at that time lived in independent flats with a kitchen and a bathroom. Thus, for a plethora of reasons the government implemented the policies and reduced the opportunities for single individuals to obtain public housing. However, eight years into the points and quota systems, Hong Kong’s overall economy and housing conditions are quite different from those of 2005 or even earlier. Looking into the distant future when they can obtain public housing, single individuals have no choice but to rent market-rate housing. However, with currently exorbitant rents, such as a median of HK $2,550 for subdivided flats, singletons have no other choice but to cram into cubicles or even cage homes. Even though the Survey on Subdivided Flats in Hong Kong states that the average size of an average singleton unit is 118 square feet, its numbers are unable to reflect the actual living conditions of single residents cramming into cage homes. This investigation reveals that the average size of singleton households is 32.58 square feet, which is much lower than the other numbers, and that the median proportion of income allocated to rent is 28.89%. Even though the Survey on Subdivided Flats in Hong Kong’s median rent per square foot of HK $28.0 is comparable, the fact that the size of housing has decreased reveals that even though single individuals allocate nearly thirty percent of their income to rent, the size of housing is substantially below all types of indices, which is very disconcerting.    

8.12. Small-suite households are becoming increasingly dissatisfied
The public has always believed that living in sub-divided flats is more comfortable than living in cage homes, but that is not necessarily the case. Compared to other resident cohorts, small-suite residents feel more pressure regarding the current housing situation. Nearly eighty percent of small-suite residents are married, and over ninety percent of respondent households contain two or more persons; thus, they have higher unit-size requirements. Even though smaller suites have a median size of 120 square feet, which is much larger than the overall median size, a calculation of space density reveals that the median size is only 37.5 square feet, which is smaller than the size of cubicles (median size of 40 square feet). Unlike other housing types, over half of small-suite residents found these residences through real estate companies, whereas cage homes and cubicles were seldom found through real estate companies. Renting through real-estate brokers not only requires paying them a commission but also requires extra fees such as utility deposits (median HK $800) and rental deposits (median HK $2,500), thus significantly adding to the tenants’ financial pressure.      

    In fact, compared with the other two cohorts, small-suite tenants enjoy a markedly higher employment rate (77.8%), median individual income (HK $6,000), median monthly household income (HK $10,000), and median monthly income (HK $11,500). However, if calculating only based on the median per-capita monthly income, because most small-suite residents have more than one member, small-suite residents have a median per-capita monthly income of only HK 3,291, which is lower than that of residents living in cubicles and cage homes, indicating that each small-suite member has less funds to use. However, regarding expense structure, most small-suite residents face higher rent, as nearly thirty percent of small-suite rates are HK $3,000 or greater, with a median of HK $2,550. Thus, small-suite residents face greater economic constraints, and because fewer small-suite residents are on CSSA (13.9%), their income insufficiently covers all types of expenses. 

Thus, compared with residents of other housing types, small-suite residents are clearly less satisfied with their living conditions. It is estimated that nearly eighty percent of respondents expressed dissatisfaction or extreme dissatisfaction, and if faced with re-housing policies put forth by the government, over ninety percent of respondents express willingness to move and a desire to re-locate to public housing. Small-suite residents were the most enthusiastic about applying for public housing, and 67.6% of small-suite respondents stated that re-locating to public housing is their most pressing need. 


The preceding numbers clearly indicate that small-suite residents face the most pressure regarding housing issues, and that their sentiments of dissatisfaction are far greater than those of the other cohorts.   
9. Policy Advice

According to Article 11 of the United Nations’ International Covenant on Economic, Social, and Cultural Rights, Hong Kong must “recognize the right of everyone to an adequate standard of living for himself and his family, including adequate food, clothing and housing, and to the continuous improvement of living conditions. The States Parties will take appropriate steps to ensure the realization of this right...” The Covenant clearly lists housing as a basic need of the people, and that each government should strive to ensure that the people’s housing rights are protected. Regarding a definition of housing rights, the Covenant clearly points out that “it is the right to safely, peacefully, and respectfully dwell in a particular place.” This language expresses that just going through the motions is unacceptable; we hope that everyone has equal rights to live respectably. Regarding improvement of the current housing circumstances of the grassroots, we will provide long-, mid-, and short-term advice on public policies and rental and transitional housing. Additionally, we advise providing subsidies for low-income individuals to alleviate their financial constraints.   
9.1. Housing Policies

The lives of grassroots residents are in dire straits. Their income is barely sufficient for covering monthly living expenses, much less for saving for future plans. With the continuous increase of the housing-market rents in recent years, middle-class individuals are facing housing constraints, while the grassroots struggle just to make ends meet. Thus, the government’s provision of public housing with reasonable rents, ideal environment and amenities, and safe and stable conditions is the only way to accommodate the housing needs of grassroots residents. Unfortunately, the previous administration’s provision of housing needs were unevaluated and unplanned, which is why the current number of applicants on the public-housing waiting list is over 23,000 and frequently sets new record-high numbers. The situation is very disconcerting. 
9.1.1. Develop more public housing and speed up public-housing allocation

According to Housing Authority data, several years ago the Housing Authority only allocated approximately 20,000 public-housing units each year to applicants on the waiting list. Facing the currently enormous number of waiting-list applicants, the government has already indicated that it will strive to finish public-housing projects on Anderson Road and in Teun Mun a year earlier than the originally planned completion dates in 2017/2018, and that it would increase the number of new public-housing units to be completed within the next five years from 75,000 to 79,000. Unfortunately, this increase is merely a drop in the bucket and, given the large number of waiting-list applicants, fails to meet the increasingly urgent demand of grassroots residents for public housing. We strongly suggest that the authorities increase the number of public-housing units by 35,000 each year, while complying with land policies and speeding up construction periods to quickly respond to the voice of the people. 
9.1.2. Eliminate the quotas and points systems for non-elderly, single individuals, so as to truly realize the promise of a maximum wait time of three years for public housing
    
The government’s attitude towards public-housing policies completely reflects its lack of confidence and responsibility towards the housing needs of non-elderly, single individuals. The government not only reneged on its “three-year wait for public housing” promise, but also significantly pushed back the wait time for public housing due to the double limitations of the quota and point systems. Due to Hong Kong’s current population and change in household structure, singleton households are on the rise. Data from the Hong Kong Census and Statistics Department indicates that the proportion of singleton households to all Hong Kong households increased from 15% (1991) to 17% (2011), reflecting the rising singleton household trend. If the government continues to ignore the needs of this cohort and housing policies continue to lack relevant measures, the problem will worsen. Thus, we request that the authorities increase the public-housing quota for non-elderly, single individuals to ensure their housing rights. For the long term, in compliance with the policies for increasing public housing, eliminate the point system for single individuals to obtain public housing to enable them to obtain public housing and escape the inadequate-housing environment.         

9.2. Rental Housing:

With public housing in short supply, the grassroots residents’’ first-time allocation easily lasts four to five years starting from application. Without any alternative, they can only rent inadequate housing such as cage homes, cubicles, or subdivided flats. Unfortunately, the current rental stipulations strongly favor landlords, making life harder for grassroots private-housing tenants. Thus, we recommend the following:
9.2.1. Reinstate Rent-Control Stipulations

The government’s original reason for rent control was due to the short supply of the government-operated public housing, along with rental rates in the private-housing market soaring out of control and leaving residents with no choice but to bear exorbitant rental rates. Thus, the government stepped in to control market rents. Since the supply of public housing is currently insufficient and private-housing rental rates are very high, now is the time to reinstate rent controls to keep landlords from increasing rent and safeguard tenants’ rights.    
9.2.2. Re-implement protection of rental rights 

The government should re-formulate protection of rental rights to safeguard the tenants’ housing-rental rights. Landlords should be required to provide at least one month’s eviction notice for a reasonable purpose such as needing to move back into the premises.  

9.3. Transitional Housing:

Choose suitable land to develop public housing as needed. The government has stated many times that developing a large supply of public housing is a major challenge. Whether it is striving to develop 3,400 public-housing units ahead of schedule by 2016, or being able to develop an additional 25,000 units during the second five-year period from 2017/18 to 2021/22, the far-off efforts fail to meet current needs and are unable to resolve pressing issues of increased subdivided flats and grassroots housing. Adapting a new mindset by quickly developing land and researching an interim, transitional housing plan is critically important. Thus, we suggest the following:   
9.3.1. Research ways to convert industrial buildings into residential-use facilities 

There are currently many grassroots residents who are unable to afford exorbitant private-housing rents and are forced to cram into industrial buildings. Citing improper land use to forcefully ban subdivided flats in industrial buildings, the authorities not only render grassroots residents homeless, but the authorities also fail to fully utilize currently available resources to solve the present housing issues. In fact, there are many industrial buildings in commercial areas that can be re-constructed or converted to into new uses. Thus, we recommend that the government re-launches research on the possibility of converting some industrial buildings with safe environments into residential use. This transformation would encourage landlords to convert industrial buildings into “transitional housing” to provide grassroots individuals with more choices of small, rentable units. Meanwhile, we hope that the government can quickly remove obstacles impeding urban planning and building codes, so that industrial-building conversions can become a viable option.     
9.3.2. Develop hostels in different areas and strengthen their promotion

    Singleton hostels with ideal environments and reasonable rental rates are a stable housing choice for grassroots residents who are waiting for public housing. Hong Kong currently has two singleton hostel facilities, one in Cheung Sha Wan and one Sai Ying Pun, which provide a total of 580 units. With the currently serious housing issues, these hostels fall short of demand. Thus, we recommend that the government considers re-launching development of singleton hostels and other types of housing, such as youth hostels, to provide more hostels that allow longer stays. This development would enable grassroots individuals to obtain housing support while they wait for public housing.  
9.4. Other aspects:

Undoubtedly, long-term development of more public housing and the reduction of wait times are the panacea for resolving inadequate housing. However, during development, many residents have to continue to face the effects of exorbitant rent and high inflation during the wait period, making their lives very difficult. Thus, we recommend that the government adapts other measures to assist low-income residents and improve their lives.   

9.4.1. Provide rent subsidies for public-housing applicants who rent private housing for three or more years during wait periods

Hong Kong’s private-housing rental index has increased with the reinvigorated housing market. Rental rates are up 26.5% over the level during the same period five years prior
, and every type of inadequate housing has incurred increased rental rates as well. Because the wait times for public housing are so long, residents have to continue cramming into these flats. The government should provide rent subsidies for applicants who have been waiting for public housing for over three years to expeditiously provide better living conditions. According to special analysis conducted by the Housing Authority at the end of June, 2012, among 106,000 applicants, 15,700 (15%) had waited for three or more years and had not been approved, and approximately 9% of the wait times were five or more years. Thus, the authorities’ emphasis of adhering to an “average three-year wait time” is nothing but deceptive words. We strongly suggest that the authorities provide rent subsidies for public-housing applicants who rent private housing for three or more years during wait periods to honor the commitment of satisfying the housing needs of grassroots residents.
9.4.2. Adjust CSSA rent subsidies to solve the “excess rent” problem
    
CSSA is a safety net for society, and provides timely support to those with financial constraints. The authorities provide rental subsidies to CSSA recipients who are renting private housing, with the goal of paying, at a reasonable level, the rental rates that these households would otherwise half to pay. Capping rental subsidies based on the number of persons per household will ensure that the rental payments are reasonable. The maximum rental subsidy should be sufficient to cover most of the actual rent paid by recipient households living in moderate-sized housing
. However, statistics indicate that the number of CSSA recipients paying excess rent has increased over the past ten years. As of December, 2012, the number of CSSA cases residing in private housing throughout Hong Kong was 35,888, among which 20,487 paid monthly rental rates that exceeded rent-subsidy caps, accounting for 57.1% of all CSSA private-housing cases. If each case were a singleton household renting private housing, over sixty percent (61.5%) would exceed caps on monthly rent subsidies in amounts ranging from HK $100 to HK $500. The situation has worsened in the past few years. In this investigation, over half of CSSA recipients paid excess rent, demonstrating that rent subsidies struggle to cover market rental rates. Since rent subsidies have fallen behind the market and have limited CSSA recipients’ housing choices, we suggest that the authorities quickly re-launch 2003 rent-subsidy rates [singleton households (HK $1,505), two-person households (HK $3,030), three-person households (HK $3,955), four-person households (HK $4,210), five-person households (HK $4,215), six-person or larger households (HK $5,265)], so as to promptly relieve the financial burdens of CSSA recipients renting private housing and immediately review the CSSA rent-subsidy system. 
9.4.3. Set low-income subsidies to reduce the poor population

Even though the government set a minimum wage and created the Work Incentive Transport Subsidy Scheme in 2011, research indicates that the number of beneficiaries was not ideal and that relevant cohorts were not assisted to climb out of poverty, demonstrating that the grassroots’ current wages struggle to keep pace with inflation and that their hard-earned income gets swallowed up by all types of expenses. Thus, the government should quickly establish low-income subsidies after setting a poverty line, and research how to progressively replace the Work Incentive Transport Subsidy Scheme to increase the number of beneficiaries, provide an extra subsidy to the grassroots, and reduce their living pressure.  
9.4.4. Consider power-relief programs that provide power-bill subsidies

Even though the government has launched power-relief programs several times in recent years, residents are often unable to benefit from the programs, but continue to face exorbitant electricity bills. Thus, the government should re-evaluate the efficacy of the power-relief programs and consider how to enable inadequate-housing residents to benefit from the programs. Additionally, landlords or rent managers often collect utility payments, which is unfair to the tenants. Thus, the government should improve its checks and balances, and communicate with public operators see that utility fees meet standards to keep landlords or rent managers from capitalizing while the residents are in dire straits. 
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11. Research Data Tables
Table 1: Gender Distribution
	
	2012/13
	2009
	2006
	2004
	2002
	1997

	
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cage

home
	Cage

home

	
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)

	Male
	75.5
	43.2
	66.7
	100.0
	80.5
	41.2
	77.8
	92.1
	76.9
	100.0
	72.2
	84.6
	93.4
	88

	Female
	24.5
	56.8
	33.3
	0.0
	19.5
	58.8
	22.2
	7.9
	23.1
	0.0
	27.8
	15.4
	6.6
	12

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	N
	216
	37
	96
	83
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-


Table 2: Age Distribution
	
	2012/13
	2009
	2006
	2004
	2002
	1997

	
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cage

home
	Cage

home

	
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)

	< 30 years old
	4.8
	8.6
	3.2
	5.0
	2.3
	5.9
	2.5
	1.3
	1.5
	2.9
	2.4
	1.9
	2.0
	11.6

	30 - < 40 years old
	13.9
	20.0
	12.8
	12.5
	11
	23.5
	7.4
	12.0
	14.2
	8.8
	11.9
	15.6
	9.1
	

	40 - <50 years old
	23.9
	45.7
	13.8
	26.3
	22
	29.4
	19.8
	22.7
	22.4
	17.6
	20.6
	18.1
	16.8
	17.6

	50 - < 60 years old
	24.4
	11.4
	23.4
	31.3
	24.3
	11.8
	27.2
	24.0
	17.2
	26.5
	22.2
	26.9
	29.9
	29.5

	60 - < 70 years old
	18.7
	11.4
	23.4
	16.3
	21.4
	23.5
	19.8
	22.7
	21.6
	29.4
	17.5
	18.8
	26.9
	22.9

	≥ 70 years old
	14.4
	2.9
	23.4
	8.8
	19.1
	5.9
	23.5
	17.3
	23.1
	14.7
	25.4
	18.8
	15.2
	18.4

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	Median
	53.0
	45.0
	57.0
	51.5
	56.0
	40.0
	58.0
	56.0
	57.5
	57.5
	57
	55
	57
	-

	N
	209
	35
	94
	80
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-


Table 3: Education Level

	
	2012/13
	2009
	2006
	2004
	2002
	1997

	
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cage

home
	Cage

home

	
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)

	Uneducated
	37.8
	20.6
	46.4
	35.9
	51.5
	41.2
	63.2
	41.9
	11.9
	7.4
	17.4
	8.8
	12.7
	25.9

	Primary School
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	44.0
	48.5
	47.1
	40.9
	47.7
	50.8

	Secondary
School (F.1 –F.3)
	40.3
	52.9
	36.9
	38.5
	34.7
	58.8
	25.0
	39.2
	26.9
	36.8
	25.6
	34.0
	25.4
	12.1

	Secondary School (F.4 – F.5)
	18.4
	23.5
	10.7
	24.4
	12
	0
	11.8
	14.9
	12.7
	7.4
	8.3
	11.9
	10.7
	7.7

	Secondary School (F.6 – F.7)
	
	
	
	
	1.8
	0
	0
	4.1
	0.7
	0
	0
	2.5
	1.5
	0.9

	Post-secondary Education
	3.6
	2.9
	6.0
	1.3
	
	
	
	
	3.0
	0
	0.8
	1.3
	0.5
	1.3

	Other
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	0.7
	0
	0.8
	0.6
	1.5
	1.3

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	N
	196
	34
	84
	78
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-


Table 4: Marital status

	
	2012/13
	2009
	2006
	2004
	2002
	1997

	
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cage

home
	Cage

home

	
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)

	Single
	22.4
	2.7
	22.8
	30.9
	26.3
	5.9
	18.2
	39.7
	23.9
	50.7
	26.4
	38.8
	47.7
	43.1

	Married, Spouse in Mainland
	16.7
	8.1
	16.3
	21.0
	24.6
	23.5
	29.9
	19.2
	51.5
	22.4
	43.8
	31.9
	24.4
	35.2

	Married, Spouse in Hong Kong
	22.9
	67.6
	18.5
	7.4
	18
	29.4
	26.0
	6.8
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Married, Spouse outside Hong Kong and Mainland
	1.9
	2.7
	0
	3.7
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Separated
	28.6
	10.8
	28.3
	37.0
	25.1
	29.4
	16.9
	32.9
	5.2
	9.0
	8.3
	6.9
	5.6
	-

	Divorced
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	12.7
	10.4
	11.6
	11.9
	15.2
	8.8

	Widowed
	7.6
	8.1
	14.1
	0
	6
	11.8
	9.1
	1.4
	6.7
	7.5
	9.9
	10.6
	7.1
	12.2

	Other
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0.7

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	N
	210
	37
	92
	81
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-


Table 5: Number of household members

	
	2012/13
	2009
	2006

	
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home

	
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)

	1
	72.0
	5.6
	78.7
	93.8
	66.5
	23.5
	58.8
	84.2
	66.4
	92.6

	2
	9.0
	22.2
	10.6
	1.2
	17.9
	23.5
	25.0
	9.2
	17.2
	7.4

	3
	7.6
	22.2
	5.3
	3.7
	10.4
	29.4
	11.3
	5.3
	9.0
	0

	4
	9.5
	44.4
	3.2
	1.2
	5.2
	23.5
	5.0
	1.3
	6.7
	0

	5
	1.9
	5.6
	2.1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0.4
	0

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0


	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	N
	211
	36
	94
	81
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-


Table 6: Background of residents
	
	2012/13
	2009
	2006
	2004

	
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home

	Total no. of residents
	338
	116
	131
	91
	267
	43
	130
	94
	212
	73
	180
	189

	No. of residents who have lived in HK for less than 7 years
	97
(28.7%)
	47
(40.5%)
	30
(22.9%)
	20
(22.0%)
	55

(20.6%)
	12

(27.9%)
	34

(26.2%)


	9

(9.6%)
	84

(39.6%)
	6

(8.2%)
	66

(36.7%)
	44

(23.3%)

	No. of residents under 18 years of age
	63
(18.6%)
	43
(37.1%)
	11
(8.4%)
	9
(9.9%)
	34

(12.7%)
	17

(39.5%)
	15

(11.5%)


	2

(2.1%)
	26

(12.3%)
	0

(0%)
	15

(8.5%)
	15

(7.9%)

	No. of residents 60 years old or older
	71
(21.0%)
	11
(9.5%)
	40
(30.5%)
	20
(22.0%)
	-
	-
	-


	-
	-
	-
	-
	-


Table 7: Type of building

	
	Number of units
	(%)
 

	Industrial building
	8

	3.7

	Private residential building
	208

	96.3

	Commercial building
	0

	0.0

	Other
	0

	0.0

	Total
	216
	100.0


Table 8: Type of housing
	
	Number of units
	(%)
 

	Licensed Cage home
	40

	18.5

	Non-licensed Cage home
	43

	19.9

	Cubicle
	96

	44.4

	Small Suite
	37

	17.1

	Total
	216
	100.0


Table 9: Living district
	
	 (Number of units)
	Percent (%)

	Cheung Sha Wan
	76
	35.2

	Sham Shui Po
	31
	14.4

	Tai Kok Tsui
	29
	13.4

	North Point
	18
	8.3

	Kwun Tong
	16
	7.4

	Mong Kok
	14
	6.5

	Jordan
	10
	4.6

	Causeway Bay
	8
	3.7

	Yau Ma Tei
	7
	3.2

	Wan Chai
	6
	2.8

	Prince Edward
	1
	0.5

	Total
	216
	100.0



Table 10: Number of partitions per flat
	
	2012/13
	2009
	2006

	
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	All
	Cubicle
	Cage Home

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mean
	12.52
	6.0
	8.04
	19.8
	8.58
	1
	7.96

	18.39
	12.22
	8.27
	23.8

	Median
	10.0
	5.0
	8.0
	22.0
	8
	1
	8.5


	13
	9
	8
	20

	N
	172
	26
	76
	70
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-


Table 11: Number of households per flat
	
	2012/13
	2009
	2006

	
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	All
	Cubicle
	Cage Home

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mean
	11.81
	6.0
	7.92
	18.37
	8
	1
	7.27

	17.86
	9.63
	6.95
	17.47

	Median
	10.0
	5.0
	8.0
	21.00
	7
	1
	8.00

	12.00
	8
	7
	15

	N
	175
	27
	78
	70
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-


Table 12: Number of residents per flat
	
	2012/13
	2009
	2006

	
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	All
	Cubicle
	Cage Home

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mean
	13.32
	9.26
	8.83
	19.28
	9.09
	2.53
	8.5


	18.14
	11.41
	9.14
	18.07

	Median
	10.50
	9.0
	8.0
	22.0
	8
	3
	9


	13.50
	9
	9
	16

	N
	158
	19
	72
	67
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-


Table 13: No. of residents sharing 1 toilet

	
	2012/13

	
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage home

	Mean
	8.18
	4.33
	7.26
	10.17

	Median
	8
	3
	8
	11.0

	Minimum
	2
	2
	2
	5

	Maximum
	22
	12
	14
	22

	N
	154
	18
	69
	67


Table 14: No. of residents sharing 1 kitchen

	
	2012/13

	
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage home

	Mean
	9.67
	4.85
	8.65
	18.47

	Median
	8
	3.5
	8
	16.0

	Minimum
	2
	2
	5
	6

	Maximum
	31
	12
	14
	31

	N
	96
	13
	68
	15


Table 15: Living area

	
	2012/13
	2009

	
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home

	
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)

	< 20 sq. ft.
	30.0
	0
	2.3
	75.3
	24.0
	0
	2.5
	51.3

	20 - < 40 sq. ft.
	17.5
	0
	31.8
	9.1
	29.2
	0
	34.2
	30.3

	40 - < 60 sq. ft.
	24.0
	11.4
	45.5
	5.2
	22.2
	6.3
	40.5
	6.6

	60 - < 80 sq. ft.
	11.0
	20.0
	12.5
	5.2
	12.3
	6.3
	15.2
	10.5

	≥ 80 sq. ft.
	17.5
	68.6
	8.0
	5.2
	12.3
	87.5
	7.6
	1.3

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	Median (sq. ft.)
	40
	120
	40
	15
	30.0
	100.0
	40.0
	18.0

	N
	200
	35
	88
	77
	-
	-
	-
	-


Table16: Living density (Area/household member)
	
	2012/13
	2009
	2006
	2004
	2002
	1997

	
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cage

home
	Cage

home

	
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)

	< 20 sq. ft.
	36.4
	5.9
	10.5
	80.0
	34.1
	0.0
	22.5
	53.9
	14.3
	60.3
	23.7
	48.5
	44.7
	64.6

	20 - < 40 sq. ft.
	30.8
	52.9
	38.4
	12.0
	15.6
	11.8
	17.5
	14.5
	19.5
	16.2
	15.3
	22.1
	24.4
	9.1

	40 - < 60 sq. ft.
	23.1
	23.5
	38.4
	5.3
	21.4
	29.4
	25.0
	15.8
	21.8
	16.2
	33.9
	13.2
	17.3
	26.3

	60 - < 80 sq. ft.
	6.7
	11.8
	9.3
	1.3
	28.9
	58.5
	35.0
	15.8
	44.4
	7.4
	27.1
	16.2
	13.7
	

	≥ 80 sq. ft.
	3.1
	5.9
	3.5
	1.3
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	Median

(sq. ft. per person)
	30
	37.5
	40
	15
	30
	40
	30
	18
	33.3
	18.0
	38
	24
	-
	-

	N
	195
	34
	86
	75
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-


Housing Conditions
Table 17: Living Problems
	
	2012/13
	2009

	
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage home
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage home

	
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)

	Environment
	-
	-
	-
	-
	86.2
	88.2
	88.9
	82.9

	Environment and sanitation
	84.2
	78.4
	81.3
	90.2
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Facilities
	58.6
	40.5
	56.3
	69.5
	70.1
	35.3
	85.2
	61.8

	Neighbours
	18.6
	13.5
	18.8
	20.7
	24.1
	0
	33.3
	19.7

	Security
	16.7
	24.3
	13.5
	17.1
	17.2
	17.6
	12.3
	22.4

	Health
	-
	-
	-
	-
	51.1
	35.3
	56.8
	48.7

	Rental
	27.0
	37.8
	27.1
	22.0
	16.1
	17.6
	16.0
	15.8

	Other
	5.1
	5.4
	6.3
	3.7
	4
	23.5
	1.2
	2.6

	No problem
	7.4
	10.8
	7.3
	6.1
	-
	-
	-
	-

	N
	215
	37
	96
	82
	-
	-
	-
	-


Table 18: Ways of finding housing
	
	2012/13
	2009
	2006
	2004
	2002
	1997

	
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cage

home
	Cage

home

	
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)

	Relatives or friends
	37.4
	23.5
	36.8
	43.9
	25.6
	5.9
	28.8
	26.7
	50.0
	35.3
	56.3
	29.6
	22.8
	42.4

	Street posters
	26.5
	20.6
	32.6
	22.0
	44.8
	11.8
	46.3
	50.7
	31.3
	26.5
	28.6
	39.5
	47.7
	35.2

	Social workers
	-
	-
	-
	-
	6.4
	0
	1.3
	6.6
	5.2
	1.5
	4.8
	0.6
	5.6
	5.2

	Social Welfare Department
	2.4
	0
	1.1
	4.9
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Volunteer agency
	5.7
	0
	3.2
	11.0
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Newspaper advertisement
	8.5
	5.9
	2.1
	17.1
	7.6
	0
	6.3
	10.7
	2.2
	27.9
	0
	21.0
	16.8
	3.8

	Estate agencies
	14.7
	50.0
	14.7
	0
	12.8
	76.5
	10.0
	1.3
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Other
	4.7
	0
	9.5
	1.2
	2.9
	5.9
	1.3
	4.0
	11.2
	8.8
	10.3
	9.3
	7.1
	13.4

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	N
	211
	34
	95
	82
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-


Table 19: Previous residence
	
	2012/13
	2009
	2006
	2004
	2002

	
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)

	Street-sleeping
	1.9
	5.8
	7.3
	5.3
	12.9

	Renting private flat
	7.1
	5.8
	-
	-
	-

	Hut
	0.5
	1.7
	2.4
	1.1
	2.6

	Public Housing
	12.7
	11.0
	17.1
	18.9
	15.5

	Owned private flat
	2.4
	3.5
	7.3
	10.5
	6.9

	Small suite
	14.6
	5.8
	24.4
	14.7
	32.8

	Bedspace
	5.2
	2.9
	7.3
	8.4
	7.8

	Employers providing hostels
	0.5
	1.2
	2.4
	6.3
	12.1

	Youth hostels or halfway houses
	2.4
	2.3
	0
	2.1
	-

	Cubicle
	34.9
	37.6
	-
	-
	-

	Lived in bedspace since arrived in HK
	-
	-
	19.5
	18.9
	4.3

	Temporary housing area
	0
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Other
	14.6
	15.0
	12.2
	13.7
	5.2

	 (Same type of housing)
	3.3
	-
	-
	-
	-

	N/A
	-
	7.5
	-
	-
	-

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	N
	212
	173
	41
	-
	-


Table 20: Period of stay in present housing
	
	2012/13
	2009
	2006
	2004
	2002

	
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cage

home

	
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)

	≤ 3 years
	67.4
	58.3
	63.5
	75.9
	66.1
	88.2
	59.5
	68.0
	53.7
	60.3
	51.6
	58.6
	58.9

	> 3 years - 6 years
	10.7
	16.7
	12.5
	6.0
	15.2
	11.8
	21.5
	9.3
	24.6
	14.7
	13.5
	12.3
	16.2

	> 6 years - 9 years
	11.2
	25.0
	10.4
	6.0
	9.4
	0
	13.9
	6.7
	6.0
	5.9
	4.8
	4.3
	5.6

	> 9 years
	10.7
	0
	13.5
	12.0
	9.4
	0
	5.1
	16.0
	15.7
	19.1
	30.2
	24.7
	19.3

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	Median
	2 years
	3 years
	2 years
	2 years
	2 years
	1.5 years
	2.5 years
	1.5 years
	3 years
	3 years
	3 years
	2 years
	-

	N
	215
	36
	96
	83
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-


Table 21: Period of stay in inadequate housing

	
	2012/13

	
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage home

	
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)

	≤ 3 years
	37.6
	35.7
	29.6
	46.8

	> 3 years - 6 years
	11.8
	28.6
	9.9
	7.8

	> 6 years - 9 years
	13.4
	14.3
	14.8
	11.7

	> 9 years
	37.1
	21.4
	45.7
	33.8

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	Median
	6.96年
	4.5年
	8年
	5年

	N
	186
	28
	81
	77


Table 22: Reasons for moving into inadequate housing
	
	2012/13
	2009
	2006
	2004
	2002
	1997

	
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cage

home
	Cage

home

	
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)

	Low rent
	32.2
	20.6
	35.2
	33.9
	39.1
	11.8
	44.4
	39.5
	62.4
	50.0
	66.9
	58.0
	28.4
	50.4

	Financial constraints
	24.9
	17.6
	13.2
	41.3
	32.8
	17.6
	38.3
	30.3
	36.8
	51.5
	30.6
	19.8
	17.6
	0

	Proximity to work
	12.7
	11.8
	8.8
	17.5
	13.2
	0
	19.8
	9.2
	33.1
	39.7
	41.1
	29.0
	17.3
	9.1

	Difficulty renting due to being a singleton

	1.0
	0
	1.1
	1.3
	3.4
	0
	1.2
	6.6
	9.0
	16.2
	1.6
	2.5
	9.6
	0

	Abandoned by family
	3.4
	2.9
	3.3
	3.8
	4.0
	0
	4.9
	3.9
	7.5
	5.9
	4.8
	9.3
	6.4
	6.5

	Demolition of former home
	9.3
	8.8
	9.9
	8.8
	8.6
	11.8
	4.9
	11.8
	3.8
	2.9
	5.6
	4.9
	5.1
	9

	Family over-crowded
	4.9
	17.6
	2.2
	2.5
	1.7
	11.8
	1.2
	0
	7.5
	13.2
	3.2
	4.3
	2.2
	2.5

	Family issues
	10.7
	0
	9.9
	16.3
	3.4
	0
	6.2
	1.3
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Conflicts with co-tenants
	5.4
	0
	2.2
	11.3
	6.3
	5.9
	7.4
	5.3
	6.8
	11.8
	7.3
	9.9
	1.9
	4.2

	Like living with others
	1.0
	0
	1.1
	1.3
	2.9
	0
	1.2
	5.3
	1.5
	5.9
	0
	1.2
	1.0
	0

	Evicted by former landlord
	5.4
	5.9
	7.7
	2.5
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Increase in rent in former home
	3.4
	5.9
	4.4
	1.3
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Other
	27.3
	41.2
	33.0
	15.0
	19.5
	41.2
	21.0
	13.2
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	N
	205
	34
	91
	80
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-


Table 23: Satisfaction with housing
	
	2012/13
	2009
	2006
	2004
	2002

	
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cage

home

	
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)

	Very satisfied
	0.9
	0
	2.1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0.7
	1.5
	0.8
	1.3
	1.0

	Satisfied
	13.4
	10.8
	17.7
	9.6
	6.3
	5.9
	4.9
	7.9
	17.2
	8.8
	8.3
	13.2
	18.8

	Normal
	21.8
	10.8
	24.0
	24.1
	23.0
	29.4
	19.8
	25.0
	18.7
	25.0
	24.8
	29.6
	21.3

	Dissatisfied
	37.5
	45.9
	35.4
	36.1
	39.1
	47.1
	40.7
	35.5
	33.6
	27.9
	24.8
	28.9
	25.9

	Very dissatisfied
	26.4
	32.4
	20.8
	30.1
	31.6
	17.6
	34.6
	31.6
	29.9
	33.8
	38.0
	22.0
	28.4

	Indifferent
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	0
	2.9
	3.3
	5.0
	4.6

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	N
	216
	37
	96
	83
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-


Table 24: Willingness to move out
	
	2012/13
	2009
	2006
	2004
	2002

	
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cage

home

	
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)

	Willing
	89.8
	97.3
	87.5
	89.0
	83.3
	100.0
	87.7
	75.0
	88.0
	76.5
	86.8
	84.9
	83.2

	Unwilling
	10.2
	2.7
	12.5
	11.0
	16.7
	0
	12.3
	25.0
	12.0
	23.5
	13.2
	15.1
	16.8

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	N
	215
	37
	96
	82
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-


Table 25: Desired re-location
	
	2012/13
	2009
	2006
	2004
	2002

	
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cage

home

	
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)

	Rent subsidy for private-

housing unit
	10.5
	8.3
	14.6
	6.8
	4.8
	0
	5.7
	5.1
	6.6
	1.9
	0
	0
	0

	Self-contained Small Suite
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	0
	0
	1.9
	9.6
	1.8

	Public housing
	93.2
	97.2
	92.7
	91.8
	91.8
	100.0
	90.1
	91.5
	86.1
	87.0
	94.3
	83.0
	90.2

	Nursing home
	2.6
	0
	2.4
	4.1
	0.7
	0
	1.4
	0
	2.5
	1.9
	0
	1.5
	1.2

	Singleton hostel
	4.2
	0
	2.4
	8.2
	2.7
	0
	2.9
	3.4
	2.5
	5.6
	0.9
	5.2
	1.8

	Renovate present unit
	1.6
	0
	2.4
	1.4
	2.1
	0
	4.3
	0
	0.8
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Other
	3.2
	0
	6.1
	1.4
	1.4
	0
	0
	2.6
	1.6
	3.7
	2.8
	0.7
	4.9

	Total
	100.0
	0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	N
	191
	37
	82
	73
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-


Table 26: Reasons for staying in inadequate housing
	
	2012/13
	2009
	2006
	2004
	2002

	
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	All
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cage

home

	
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)

	Used to present environment
	-
	-
	-
	-
	23.1
	0
	0
	56.8
	60.9
	52.2

	Re-housing location too remote
	17.6
	0
	11.1
	25.0
	30.8
	52.0
	48.1
	51.4
	41.3
	34.8

	Assist friends
	-
	-
	-
	-
	26.9
	44.0
	44.0
	32.4
	30.4
	19.6

	Other accommodation too expensive
	-
	-
	-
	-
	3.8
	16.0
	25.9
	16.2
	13.0
	8.7

	Complicated public housing application procedures
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	0
	0
	0
	8.7
	6.5

	More work opportunities in present area/ 
more accessible to work
	11.8
	0
	11.1
	12.5
	7.7
	16.0
	11.1
	24.3
	21.7
	4.3

	Lower cost of living at present area
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3.8
	22.0
	18.5
	18.9
	15.2
	-

	Hope to improve present housing
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	0
	0
	21.6
	9.6
	-

	No money or help to move
	17.6
	0
	11.1
	25.0
	3.8
	14.0
	25.9
	10.8
	9.6
	-

	Not eligible to apply for public housing
	5.9
	0
	0
	12.5
	3.8
	12.0
	7.4
	0
	0
	-

	Higher rent for re-housing 
	17.6
	0
	0
	37.5
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	More friends in present housing
	23.5
	0
	22.2
	25.0
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Other
	52.9
	0
	55.6
	50.0
	23.1
	14.0
	22.2
	5.4
	3.5
	26.1

	N
	17
	0
	9
	8
	26
	50
	27
	37
	46
	-


Table 27: Application for public housing

	
	2012/13
	2009
	2006

	
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home

	
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)

	Yes
	44.4
	67.6
	39.4
	39.8
	43.7
	76.5
	48.1
	31.6
	43.0
	29.4

	No
	50.0
	32.4
	56.4
	50.6
	56.3
	23.5
	51.9
	68.4
	57.0
	70.6

	Applied but not yet approved
	5.6
	0
	4.3
	9.6
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	N
	214
	37
	94
	83
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-


Table 28: Public housing waiting time
	
	2012/13
	2009

	
	Number of cases
	(%)
	Number of cases
	(%)

	≥ 2 years
	54
	65.1
	37
	56.9

	≥ 3 years
	34
	40.1
	22
	33.8

	≥ 5 years
	13
	15.7
	-
	-

	≥ 7 years
	6
	7.2
	-
	-

	Average
	2.84 years
	3 years

	Median
	2 years
	2 years

	N
	83
	-


Table 29: Willingness to be re-housed to same district
	
	2012/13
	2009

	
	Number of cases
	(%)
	Number of cases
	(%)

	Yes
	73
	69.5
	65
	80.2

	No
	32
	30.5
	16
	19.8

	Total
	105
	100.0
	81
	100.0


Table 30: Reason for wanting to be re-housed in same area
	
	2012/13
	2009

	
	Number of cases
	Percent of cases (%)
	Number of cases (n=69)
	Percent of cases (%)

	Convenient to work/find work
	27
	38.0
	30
	43.2

	Social network established in current area 
	32
	45.1
	42
	60.9

	Too old to adapt to a new environment
	23
	32.4
	18
	26.5

	Look after others in current area
	8
	11.3
	3
	4.4

	Cannot afford to commute to work or school
	14
	19.7
	16
	23.5

	Other
	14
	19.7
	9
	13.2

	N
	71
	100.0
	-
	-


Table 31: Reasons for not applying for public housing

	
	2012/13
	2009
	2006
	2004
	2002

	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cage

home
	Cage

home

	(%)
	Percent of Cases %
	Percent of Cases %
	Percent of Cases %
	Percent of Cases %
	Percent of Cases %
	Percent of Cases %
	Percent of Cases %
	Percent of Cases %
	Percent of Cases %
	Percent of Cases %
	Percent of Cases %
	Percent of Cases %
	Percent of Cases %

	Income over application limit
	17.7
	25.0
	10.4
	25.0
	9.2
	*
	9.3
	9.8
	5.3
	15.6
	11.1
	16.4
	22.8

	Don't know application procedures
	14.6
	25.0
	12.5
	13.9
	19.2
	*
	9.3
	28.8
	26.3
	15.6
	31.1
	16.4
	35.1

	Public housing too remote
	9.4
	0
	12.5
	8.3
	19.4
	*
	18.6
	21.6
	34.2
	35.6
	37.8
	22.4
	21.1

	Application procedures too complicated
	11.5
	0
	10.4
	16.7
	14.9
	*
	4.9
	24.5
	14.5
	15.6
	13.3
	17.9
	19.3

	Wait time is too long
	3.1
	0
	4.2
	2.8
	9.2
	*
	2.3
	15.7
	10.5
	13.3
	11.1
	19.4
	12.3

	Not eligible because have resided in HK less than 7 years
	9.4
	16.7
	10.4
	5.6
	8.2
	*
	11.6
	4.0
	17.1
	2.2
	24.4
	14.9
	-

	Do not want to be alone
	4.2
	0
	4.2
	5.6
	12.2
	*
	7.0
	17.6
	14.5
	24.4
	0
	0
	0

	Currently public-housing status
	10.4
	0
	10.4
	13.9
	12.2
	*
	20.9
	2.0
	13.2
	15.6
	0
	0
	0

	Need to share toilet and kitchen facilities at nursing home
	1.0
	0
	0
	2.8
	4.1
	*
	4.7
	3.9
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	In complicated divorce procedure  
	12.5
	16.7
	12.5
	11.1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Own assets that exceed application limit
	4.2
	0
	6.3
	2.8
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Other
	29.2
	25.0
	35.4
	22.2
	23.7
	*
	24.4
	21.2
	19.7
	22.2
	8.9
	15.3
	21.1

	N
	96
	12
	48
	36
	98
	4
	43
	51
	76
	45
	67
	45
	-


*Sample size too small
Table 32: Reasons for not living in singleton hostels

	
	2012/13

All
	2012/13

Cage

home
	2009

Cage

home
	2006

Cage

home
	2004

Cage

home 
	2002

Cage

home

	
	Percent of cases (%)
	Percent of cases (%)
	Percent of cases (%)
	Percent of cases (%)
	Percent of cases (%)
	Percent of cases (%)

	Never heard of singleton hostels
	24.7
	23.3
	-
	0
	30.7
	43.5

	Don’t know application procedure
	19.5
	14.0
	43.5
	-
	-
	-

	Complicated hostel registration
	-
	-
	15.8
	18.2
	17.8
	15.7

	Ineligible to apply
	13.6
	16.3
	4.3
	4.5
	5.9
	9.6

	Complicated application procedure
	7.4
	7.0
	19.6
	13.6
	11.9
	8.7

	Rent is too high
	1.2
	2.3
	2.2
	18.2
	6.9
	5.2

	Not near to workplace
	2.5
	2.3
	0
	4.5
	5.9
	5.2

	Can’t live with other people
	1.2
	0
	4.3
	18.2
	7.9
	-

	Not eligible because in family household
	0
	0
	2.2
	0
	11.9
	-

	The duration of stays are too short 
	3.7
	7.0
	6.8
	-
	-
	-

	Poor social life
	6.2
	9.3
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Not accustomed to hostel management style 
	19.8
	23.3
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Ineligible to apply as ex-hostel resident 

	3.7
	7.0
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Other
	23.5
	18.6
	30.4
	45.5
	26.7
	24.3

	N
	81
	43
	46
	22
	101
	-


Table 33: Employment Status
	
	2012/13
	2009
	2006
	2004
	2002
	1997

	
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cage

home
	Cage

home

	
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)

	Self-employed
	2.3
	8.1
	2.2
	0
	0.6
	0
	0
	1.3
	2.2
	1.5
	0.8
	3.2
	0.5
	-

	Full-time 
	21.1
	32.4
	18.3
	19.3
	19.0
	35.3
	22.2
	11.8
	47.0
	35.3
	34.2
	32.9
	28.4
	38.2

	Part-time and temp jobs
	24.4
	35.1
	16.1
	28.9
	12.1
	11.8
	17.3
	6.6
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Retired
	20.7
	5.4
	32.3
	14.5
	28.7
	0
	34.6
	28.9
	33.6
	32.4
	33.3
	27.2
	36.0
	33.8

	Unemployed
	28.6
	13.5
	26.9
	37.3
	39.1
	52.9
	24.7
	51.3
	16.4
	30.9
	30.0
	36.1
	35.0
	28

	Other
	2.8
	5.4
	4.3
	0
	0.6
	0
	1.2
	0
	0.7
	0
	1.7
	0
	0
	0

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	N
	213
	37
	93
	83
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-


Table 34: Occupations
	
	2012/13

	
	 (Full-time)
	 (Part-time/Temporary job)

	
	(%)
	(%)

	Construction
	2.2
	14.3

	Service
	6.5
	4.8

	Logistics
	2.2
	4.8

	Security
	10.1
	2.4

	Hotel
	4.3
	0

	Cleaning
	10.1
	21.4

	Restaurant
	32.6
	19.0

	Decoration
	2.2
	7.1

	Driver assistant
	2.2
	2.4

	Transportation
	8.7
	7.1

	Sales
	8.7
	2.4

	Sam Hong Workers
	0
	2.4

	Porter
	0
	2.4

	Other
	8.7
	9.5

	N
	46
	42


Table 35: Period of unemployment
	
	2012/13

	
	No. of cases
	Percent (%)

	 < 1 year
	12
	44.4

	1 year - < 2 years
	6
	22.2

	2 years - < 3 years
	2
	7.4

	≥ 3 years
	7
	25.9

	Total
	27
	100.0

	Median
	1年


Table 36: Reason for unemployment
	
	2012/13
	2009
	2006
	2004
	2002

	
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cage

home

	
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)

	Dismissed
	13.5
	0
	9.1
	17.9
	21.8
	12.5
	6.3
	32.3
	29.6
	28.6
	27.8
	21.1
	29.7

	Employers’ closure
	7.7
	0
	4.5
	10.7
	7.3
	12.5
	0
	9.7
	11.1
	19.0
	13.9
	24.6
	14.9

	Lost ability to work
	42.3
	0
	40.9
	46.4
	34.5
	25
	62.5
	22.6
	25.9
	23.8
	27.8
	24.6
	13.5

	Factories moved out of HK
	-
	-
	-
	-
	3.6
	0
	0
	6.5
	0
	0
	2.8
	5.3
	12.2

	Factories moved to China
	0
	0
	0
	0
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Want to change jobs
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3.6
	0
	12.5
	0
	3.7
	4.8
	2.8
	5.3
	6.8

	Contract ends
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	11.1
	4.8
	0
	0
	0

	Other
	36.5
	100.0
	45.5
	25.0
	29.1
	50.0
	18.7
	29.0
	18.5
	19.0
	25.0
	19.3
	23.0

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100

	N
	52
	2
	22
	28
	55
	8
	16
	31
	27
	21
	-
	-
	-


Table 37: CSSA applications
	
	2012/13
	2009
	2006
	2004

	
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home

	
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)

	Yes
	52.4
	15.2
	53.2
	66.3
	60.9
	70.6
	51.9
	68.4
	39.8
	50.0
	50.0
	55.6

	No
	47.6
	84.8
	46.8
	33.7
	39.1
	29.4
	48.1
	31.6
	60.2
	50.0
	50.0
	44.4

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	N
	210
	33
	94
	83
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-


Table 38: Number of people receiving CSSA
	
	2012/13

	
	 No. of cases
	(%)
	
	 No. of cases

	1 person


	99
	93.4


	1 CSSA for 2 persons
	2

	
	
	
	1 CSSA for 3 persons
	1

	2 persons
	4
	3.8
	2 CSSA for 3 persons
	2

	3 persons
	1
	0.9
	3 CSSA for 4 persons
	1

	4 persons
	1
	0.9

	5 persons
	1
	0.9

	N
	106


Table 39: Rent payments exceeding CSSA subsidies
	2012/13

	
	Percent (%)

	Yes
	54.3

	No
	45.7

	Total
	100.0

	N
	105


Table 40: Rent payments exceeding CSSA subsidy caps
	
	2012/13

	
	Excess rent prior to February, 2013
	Excess rent prior to February, 2013

	
	 Percent (%)
	 Percent (%)

	 < $100
	38.8
	28.6

	$100 - < $200
	38.8
	28.6

	$200 - < $300
	12.2
	0

	$300 - < $400
	6.1
	14.3

	≥ $400
	4.1
	28.6

	Total
	100.0
	100.0

	N
	49
	7

	 Median
	$145


Table 41: Sources of Income

	
	2012/13
	2009
	2006
	2004
	2002

	
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cage

home

	
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)

	CSSA
	51.9
	13.9
	53.8
	66.3
	60.9
	70.6
	51.9
	68.4
	39.8
	50.0
	50.0
	55.6
	64.0

	Work
	46.9
	77.8
	37.0
	44.6
	34.5
	52.9
	43.2
	21.1
	49.6
	36.4
	40.8
	35.6
	28.9

	Savings
	5.7
	2.8
	10.9
	1.2
	9.8
	0
	6.2
	15.8
	8.3
	15.2
	9.2
	11.9
	9.6

	Disability Allowance
	1.9
	0
	3.3
	1.2
	1.7
	0
	1.2
	2.6
	3.8
	3.0
	5.0
	3.8
	4.6

	Old Age Allowance
	1.9
	0
	3.3
	1.2
	1.7
	0
	2.5
	1.3
	5.3
	1.5
	6.7
	3.8
	3.0

	Child Support
	4.3
	5.6
	7.6
	0
	1.7
	5.9
	2.5
	0
	3.8
	0
	1.7
	0.6
	1.5

	Other
	4.3
	5.6
	5.4
	2.4
	6.9
	0
	4.9
	10.5
	
	
	
	
	

	N
	211
	36
	92
	83
	174
	17
	81
	76
	133
	66
	120
	160
	-


Table 42: Personal Monthly Income

	
	2012/13
	2009

	
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home

	
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)

	< $2,000
	9.0
	20.0
	11.4
	1.3
	19.0
	11.8
	16.0
	23.7

	$2,000- < $4,000
	24.0
	11.4
	22.7
	31.2
	47.7
	23.5
	42.0
	59.2

	$4,000 - < $6,000
	30.5
	14.3
	36.4
	31.2
	10.9
	11.8
	14.8
	6.6

	$6,000 - < $8,000
	11.5
	14.3
	9.1
	13.0
	16.7
	35.3
	22.2
	6.6

	$8,000 - < $10,000
	13.5
	20.0
	12.5
	11.7
	4.0
	17.6
	4.9
	0

	≥ $10,000
	11.5
	20.0
	8.0
	11.7
	1.7
	0
	0
	3.9

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	Median
	$4,500
	$6,000
	$4,400
	$4,400
	$3650
	$6,000
	$3,650
	$3,200

	N
	200
	35
	88
	77
	163
	-
	-
	-


Table 43: Changes in income following implementation of minimum wage
	
	2012/13

	
	 Number of cases
	(%)

	 Yes
	18
	19.6

	 No
	74
	80.4

	(Total)
	92
	100.0


Table 44: Increases in income following implementation of minimum wage
	
	2012/13

	
	 Number of cases
	 (%)

	< $500
	3
	21.4

	$500 - < $1,000
	1
	7.1

	$1,000 - < $1,500
	2
	14.3

	$1,500 - < $2,000
	1
	7.1

	≥ $2,000
	7
	50.0

	(Total)
	14
	100.0


Table 45: Decreases in income following implementation of minimum wage
	
	2012/13

	
	 Number of cases
	 (%)

	(Total)
	0
	0


Table 46: The total monthly household income 
	
	2012/13
	2009
	2006
	2004
	2002
	1997

	
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cage

home
	Cage

home

	
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)

	< $2,000
	3.7
	0
	7.4
	1.3
	9.8
	0.0
	7.7
	14.7
	9.0
	10.3
	9.3
	7.7
	8.1
	21.7

	$2,000 – 
< $4,000
	22.8
	3.0
	22.2
	32.0
	50.3
	17.6
	44.9
	64.7
	41.8
	52.9
	44.9
	61.9
	45.2
	51.5

	$4,000 – 
< $6,000
	27.5
	6.1
	32.1
	32.0
	12.3
	11.8
	16.7
	7.4
	27.6
	17.6
	30.5
	10.3
	28.4
	10

	$6,000 – 
< $8,000
	11.1
	6.1
	13.6
	10.7
	16.0
	35.5
	17.9
	8.8
	11.2
	11.8
	10.2
	11.6
	10.7
	8.8

	$8,000 – 
< $10,000
	15.3
	30.3
	12.3
	12.0
	6.1
	23.5
	7.7
	0
	7.5
	5.9
	2.5
	4.5
	5.1
	8

	≥ $10,000
	19.6
	54.5
	12.3
	12.0
	5.5
	11.8
	5.1
	4.4
	3.0
	1.5
	2.5
	3.9
	2.5
	

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	Median
	$5,000
	$10,000
	$5,000
	$4,400
	$3,650
	$6,600
	$3,830
	$3,350
	$3649.5
	$3400
	$3600
	$3400
	$3750
	-

	N
	189
	33
	81
	75
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-


Table 47: Changes in income following implementation of minimum wage
	
	2012/13

	
	 Number of cases
	(%)

	 Yes
	19
	21.1

	 No
	71
	78.9

	(Total)
	90
	100.0


Table 48: Increases in income following implementation of minimum wage
	
	2012/13

	
	 Number of cases
	(%)

	< $500
	2
	12.5

	$500 - < $1,000
	3
	18.8

	$1,000 - < $1,500
	2
	12.5

	$1,500 - < $2,000
	2
	12.5

	≥ $2,000
	7
	43.8

	(Total)
	16
	100.0


Table 49: Decreases in income following implementation of minimum wage
	
	2012/13

	
	 Number of cases
	(%)

	$4,000
	1
	100.0

	(Total)
	1
	100.0


Table 50: Different catagories of median income 
	
	2012/13
	2009
	2006
	2004

	
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home

	
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)

	Median income of working singleton
	$7,995
(N=56)
	*(N=2)
	$8,000
(N=24)
	$7,800
(N=30)
	$6,000

(n=30)
	*(n=2)
	$6,000

(n=16)
	$6250

(n=12)
	$5300

(n=34)
	$6000

(n=22)
	$5000
	$5700

	Median income per family member
	$4,000
(N=188)
	$3,291
(N=32)
	$4,300
(N=81)
	$4,200
(N=75)
	$3,095
(with CSSA,
n=163)
	$2,750

(n=17)


	$3,150

(n=78)
	$3,093

(n=68)
	$3250

(n=134)
	$3400

(n=68)
	$5000
	$4000

	Median income of CSSA recipient
	$4,000
(N=95)
	*(N=4)
	$4,300
(N=41)
	$4,000
(N=50)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Median income of working people
	$9,000
(N=86)
	$11,500
(N=25)
	$8,500
(N=29)
	$8,000
(N=32)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-


Table 51: Different categories of income groups
	
	2012/13

	
	Median income of working singleton
	Median income per family member
	Median income of CSSA recipient
	Median income of working people

	
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)

	< $2,000
	0
	7.4
	0.0
	0

	$2,000 - < $4,000
	3.6
	36.7
	42.1
	5.8

	$4,000 - < $6,000
	17.9
	32.4
	46.3
	11.6

	$6,000 - < $8,000
	28.6
	8.0
	6.3
	16.3

	$8,000 - < $10,000
	30.4
	9.0
	3.2
	26.7

	≥ $10,000
	19.6
	6.4
	2.1
	39.5

	N
	56
	188
	95
	86


Table 52: Rent

	
	2012/13
	2009
	2006
	2004
	2002
	1997

	
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cage

home
	Cage

home

	
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)

	< $1,000
	5.0
	0
	6.0
	8.7
	16.1
	0.0
	17.3
	18.4
	25.6
	38.2
	25.4
	27.8
	30.9
	77.2

	$1,000 – 
< $1,500 
	29.3
	2.9
	38.6
	34.8
	60.9
	0.0
	60.5
	75.0
	59.4
	58.8
	54.8
	58.6
	40.1
	22.6

	$1,500 – 
< $2,000  
	39.3
	17.6
	47.0
	43.5
	13.8
	29.4
	17.3
	6.6
	11.3
	2.9
	15.9
	11.1
	27.9
	  3.2

	$2,000 – 
< $2,500
	11.4
	26.5
	6.0
	8.7
	4.0
	23.5
	3.7
	0
	3.8
	0
	4.0
	2.5
	1.0
	

	$2,500 – 
< $3,000
	5.7
	23.5
	0
	0
	3.4
	29.4
	1.2
	0
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	≥ $3,000
	9.3
	29.4
	2.4
	4.3
	1.7
	17.4
	0
	0
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	Median
	$1,500
	$2,550
	$1,500
	$1,500
	$1265
	$2,300
	$1,265
	$1,225
	$1200
	$1200
	$1200
	$1200
	$1200
	-

	N
	140
	34
	83
	23
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-


Table 53: Rent-to-income ratio

	
	2012/13
	2009
	2006
	2004
	2002

	
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cage

home

	
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)

	< 10%
	5.1
	3.2
	3.0
	15.0
	4.0
	0
	4.2
	4.9
	8.7
	11.3
	6.1
	12.2
	4.9

	10% - < 20%
	26.3
	25.8
	26.9
	25.0
	12.0
	0
	18.1
	8.2
	28.6
	22.6
	22.6
	13.5
	18.9

	20% - < 30%
	26.3
	35.5
	26.9
	10.0
	19.3
	29.4
	23.6
	11.5
	19.0
	12.9
	20.0
	16.9
	21.1

	30% - < 40 %
	21.2
	25.8
	14.9
	35.0
	36.0
	29.4
	31.9
	42.6
	27.0
	33.9
	21.7
	29.7
	34.1

	≥ 40%
	21.2
	9.7
	28.4
	15.0
	28.7
	41.2
	22.2
	32.8
	16.7
	19.4
	29.6
	27.7
	21.1

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	Median
	27.69%
	25.0%
	28.57%
	29.09%
	33.3%
	37.5%
	30.2%
	35.1%
	27.1%
	31.9%
	31.3%
	33.3%
	33.3%

	N
	118
	31
	67
	20
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-


Table 54: Rent-to-income ratio of working respondents

	
	2012/13
	2009
	2006
	2004

	
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home

	
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)

	< 10%
	10.0
	4.2
	8.3
	25.0
	10.9
	0
	9.4
	20.0
	16.7
	29.2
	10.2
	21.1

	10% - < 20%
	43.3
	25.0
	62.5
	41.7
	32.7
	0
	40.6
	33.3
	45.5
	54.2
	46.9
	29.8

	20% - < 30%
	26.7
	45.8
	12.5
	16.7
	30.9
	37.5
	34.4
	20.0
	24.2
	4.2
	26.5
	24.6

	30% - < 40 %
	13.3
	20.8
	4.2
	16.7
	14.5
	25.0
	9.4
	20.0
	4.5
	4.2
	8.2
	14.0

	≥ 40%
	6.7
	4.2
	12.5
	0
	10.9
	37.5
	6.3
	6.7
	9.1
	8.3
	8.2
	10.5

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	Median
	18.89%
	22.90%
	14.48%
	18.66%
	21.25%
	33.75%
	20.15%
	17.14%
	19.2%
	14.6%
	20%
	20%

	N
	60
	24
	24
	12
	55
	8
	32
	15
	66
	24
	-
	-


Table 55: Rent-to-income ratio of CSSA respondents

	
	2012/13

	
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home

	
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)

	< 10%
	0
	0
	0
	0

	10% - < 20%
	6.3
	33.3
	5.7
	0

	20% - < 30%
	27.1
	0
	37.1
	0

	30% - < 40 %
	33.3
	33.3
	22.9
	70.0

	≥ 40%
	33.3
	33.3
	34.3
	30.0

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	Median
	34.05%
	33.75%
	31.67%
	37.98%

	N
	48
	3
	35
	10


Table 56: Rent/Sq.ft.
	
	2012/13
	2009
	2006
	2004

	
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home

	
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)

	< $20 per sq. ft. 
	16.7
	37.5
	8.9
	14.3
	12.1
	35.5
	12.3


	6.6
	-
	-
	-
	-

	$20 - < $40 per sq. ft.
	55.3
	50.0
	63.3
	33.3
	52.3
	64.7
	72.8


	27.6
	-
	-
	-
	-

	$40 - < $60 per sq. ft.
	18.9
	9.4
	22.8
	19.0
	13.2
	0.0
	14.8


	14.5
	-
	-
	-
	-

	$60 - < $80 per sq. ft.
	5.3
	3.1
	5.1
	9.5
	18.4
	0
	0


	42.1
	-
	-
	-
	-

	≥ $80 per sq. ft.
	3.8
	0
	0
	23.8
	4.0
	0
	0


	9.2
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Mean
	$34.5
	$25.3
	$33.8
	$51.31
	$39.1
	$23.5
	$29.9
	$52.3
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Median
	$30.0
	$22.2
	$31.4
	$42.86
	$32.9
	$23.3
	$30.0


	$60.0
	$23.7
	$44.4
	$25
	$40


	Maximum
	$106.7
	$67.5
	$70.6
	$106.7
	$93.3
	$37.5
	$53.3


	$93.3
	-
	-
	-
	-


Table 57: Changes in rent in recent 2 years

	
	2012/13

	
	Number of cases
	(%)

	Increase in rent
	93
	44.5

	Decrease in rent
	0
	0

	No change
	116
	55.5

	Total
	209
	100.0


Table 58: No. of rent increases in recent 2 years

	
	2012/13

	
	Number of cases
	(%)

	1 times
	71
	78.0

	2 times
	17
	18.7

	3 times
	3
	3.3

	Total
	91
	100.0

	 Median
	1


Table 59: Amount of rent increased
	
	2012/13

	
	Number of cases
	(%)

	< $200
	66
	72.5

	$200 - < $400
	14
	15.4

	$400 - < $600
	6
	6.6

	$600 - < $800
	4
	4.4

	$800 - < $1,000
	0
	0

	≥ $1,000 
	1
	1

	Total
	91
	100.0

	 Median
	$200


Table 60: Amount of rent decreased
	
	2012/13

	
	Number of cases
	(%)

	< 10%
	39
	44.3

	10% - < 20%
	27
	30.7

	20% - < 30% 
	11
	12.5

	30% - < 40% 
	6
	6.8

	≥ 40%
	5
	5.7

	Total
	88
	100.0

	Median
	11.11%


Table 61: The no. of rent decrease in recent 2 years
	
	2012/13

	
	Number of cases
	(%)

	Total
	0
	0


Table 62: Amount of rent decrease
	
	2012/13

	
	Number of cases
	(%)

	Total
	0
	0


Table 63: Percent of rent decreased
	
	2012/13

	
	Number of cases
	(%)

	Total
	0
	0


Table 64: Household housing expenditures
	
	2012/13
	2009

	
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home

	Monthly 

Rent
	Mean
	1,790.0
	2,733.2
	1,469.8
	1,551.3
	1315.0
	2320.6
	1251.2
	1158.0

	
	Median
	1,500.0
	2,550.0
	1,500.0
	1,500.0
	1265.0
	2300.0
	1265.0
	1225.0

	
	Number of cases

 (%)
	140 (100%)
	34 (100%)
	83 (100%)
	23 (100%)
	174(100%)
	17(100%)
	81(100%)
	76(100%)

	Deposit
	Mean
	1,424.5
	2,731.7
	1,171.6
	635.4
	1298.8
	2877.8
	1198.0
	716.7

	
	Median
	1,350.0
	2,500.0
	1,325.0
	0
	1200.0
	2800.0
	1265.0
	750.0

	
	Number of cases

 (%)
	91 (42.1%)
	23 (62.2%)
	44 (45.8%)
	24 (26.4%)
	64 (36.8%)
	9(52.9%)
	37(45.7%)
	18(23.7%)

	Deposit for water and electricity charge
	Mean
	361.4
	780.0
	295.4
	0
	518.7
	833.3
	290.0
	199

	
	Median
	0
	800.0
	150.0
	0
	500.0
	1000.0
	300.0
	200

	
	Number of cases

 (%)
	43 (19.9%)
	15 (40.5%)
	13 (13.5%)
	15 (65.2%)
	19 (10.9%)
	9(52.9%)
	4(4.94%)
	6(7.89%)

	Water charge
	Mean
	80.9
	124.8
	66.3
	56.9
	52.7
	15.0
	57.5
	32.6

	
	Median
	50.0
	100.0
	50.0
	27.5
	41.0
	15.0
	50.0
	30.0

	
	Number of cases

 (%)
	91 (42.1%)
	24 (64.9%)
	59 (61.5%)
	8 (34.8%)
	66 (37.9%)
	1(6.3%)
	54(66.7%)
	11(14.5%)

	Electricity charge
	Mean
	195.9
	338.6
	125.1
	272.7
	86.7
	300.0
	81.0
	47.1

	
	Median
	145.0
	300.0
	100.0
	300.0
	50
	300.0
	50.0
	50.0

	
	Number of cases 

(%)
	90 (41.7%)
	25 (67.6%)
	58 (60.4%)
	7 (30.4%)
	64 (36.8%)
	3(17.6%)
	51(62.7%)
	11(14.5%)

	One month’s rent in advance
	Mean
	498.3
	600
	814.3
	347.2
	2044.4
	2620.0
	1300.0
	1400.0

	
	Median
	0
	0
	1,200.0
	0
	2000.0
	2800.0
	1200.0
	1400.0

	
	Number of cases

 (%)
	30 (13.9%)
	5 (13.5%)
	7 (7.3%)
	18 (78.3)
	9 (5.2%)
	5(29.4%)
	3(3.7%)
	1(13.2%)

	Other expenses
	Mean
	13.7
	70
	2.9
	0
	*
	0.0
	30.0
	60.0

	
	Median
	0
	0
	0
	0
	*
	0.0
	30.0
	60.0

	
	Number of cases

 (%)
	27 (12.5%)
	5 (13.5%)
	7 (7.3%)
	15 (65.2%)
	*
	0(0%)
	2(2.47%)
	75(2.63%)


*Sample size too small
Table 65: Rent with water and electricity charge
	
	2012/13

	
	Number of cases
	(%)

	< $1,500
	82
	

49.1

	$1,500 - < $3,000
	68
	40.7

	$3,000 - < $4,500
	11
	6.6

	$4,500 - < $6,000
	5
	3.0

	≥ $6,000
	1
	0.6

	Total
	167
	100.0

	 Median
	$1,500


Table 66: Rent with water and electricity charge-to-income ratio

	
	2012/13

	
	Number of cases
	(%)

	< 10%
	3
	2.0

	10% - < 20%
	29
	19.6

	20% - < 30%
	35
	23.6

	30% - < 40%
	36
	24.3

	≥ 40%
	45
	30.4

	Total
	148
	100.0

	 Median
	30.99%

	Maximum
	156%


Table 67: Rent with water and electricity charge-to-income ratio of working respondents 
	
	2012/13

	
	Number of cases
	(%)

	< 10%
	3
	4.3

	10% - < 20%
	26
	37.7

	20% - < 30%
	23
	33.3

	30% - < 40%
	10
	14.5

	≥ 40%
	7
	10.1

	Total
	69
	100.0

	 Median
	22.25%

	 Maximum
	78%


Table 68: Rent with water and electricity and charge-to-income ratio of CSSA recipients
	
	2012/13

	
	Number of cases
	(%)

	< 10%
	0
	0.0

	10% - < 20%
	1
	1.4

	20% - < 30%
	15
	20.8

	30% - < 40%
	23
	31.9

	≥ 40%
	33
	45.8

	Total
	72
	100.0

	 Median
	35.69%

	 Maximum
	57%


Table 69: Evictions in recent 3 years
	
	2012/13

	
	Number of cases
	(%)

	 Yes
	38
	18.2

	 No
	171
	81.8

	Total
	209
	100.0


Table 70: The frequency of eviction in recent 3 years
	
	2012/13

	
	Number of cases
	(%)

	1 Times
	33
	89.2

	2 Times
	2
	5.4

	3 Times
	0
	0

	4 Times
	1
	2.7

	5 Times
	0
	0

	6 Times
	1
	2.7

	Total
	37
	100.0

	 Median
	1


Table 71: Chronic illnesses
	
	2012/13

	
	Number of cases
	(%)

	Yes
	106
	49.3

	No
	109
	50.7

	Total
	215
	100.0


Table 72: Chronic illness items
	
	2012/13
	2009
	2006
	2004
	2002
	1997

	
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cage

home
	Cage

home

	
	Percent of cases (%)
	Percent of cases (%)
	Percent of cases (%)
	Percent of cases (%)
	Percent of cases (%)
	Percent of cases (%)
	Percent of cases (%)
	Percent of cases (%)
	Percent of cases (%)
	Percent of cases (%)
	Percent of cases (%)
	Percent of cases (%)

	Respiratory system diseases
	12.3
	18.2
	8.0
	15.6
	7.4
	9.2
	17.6
	33.3
	17.4
	14.6
	29.7
	27.8

	Digestive system and liver diseases
	7.5
	18.2
	6.0
	6.7
	3.9
	3.9
	7.8
	14.3
	10.9
	16.7
	24.1
	12.9

	Heart and arterial diseases
	13.2
	0
	10.0
	20.0
	6.2
	3.9
	31.4
	28.6
	37.0
	25.0
	16.7
	12.2

	Rheumatic disorder
	13.2
	0
	20.0
	8.9
	3.7
	1.3
	31.4
	14.3
	26.1
	25.0
	9.3
	19.8

	Diabetes
	10.4
	9.1
	6.0
	15.6
	4.9
	5.3
	21.6
	9.5
	10.9
	12.5
	7.4
	7.2

	Hearing and speaking impairment
	1.9
	0
	4.0
	0
	2.5
	1.3
	5.9
	0
	2.2
	4.2
	5.6
	0

	Vision impairment
	7.5
	9.1
	10.0
	4.4
	1.2
	1.3
	5.9
	4.8
	6.5
	4.2
	5.6
	8.3

	Cancer
	1.9
	9.1
	2.0
	0
	0
	0
	2.0
	0
	4.3
	2.1
	5.6
	0

	Stroke
	2.8
	0
	6.0
	0
	3.7
	2.6
	2.0
	4.8
	0
	0
	1.9
	0

	Physical disabilities
	10.4
	0
	6.0
	17.8
	2.5
	2.6
	5.0
	14.3
	4.3
	0
	1.9
	0

	Mental Illness
	11.3
	9.1
	8.0
	15.6
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Other
	38.7
	36.4
	46.0
	31.1
	7.4
	18.4
	19.6
	14.3
	15.2
	16.4
	20.4
	0

	N
	106
	11
	50
	45
	81
	76
	51
	21
	46
	48
	-
	-


Table 73: Drug use
	
	2012/13

	
	Number of cases
	(%)

	 Yes
	13
	6.3

	 No
	193
	93.7

	Total
	206
	100.0


Table 74: Period of drug use
	
	2012/13

	
	Number of cases
	(%)

	< 5 years
	2
	25.0

	5 years - < 10 years
	0
	0

	≥ 10 years
	6
	75.0

	Total
	8
	100.0

	 Median
	13.08 Years


Table 75: Criminal record
	
	2012/13

	
	Number of cases
	(%)

	Yes
	48
	23.5

	No
	156
	76.5

	Total
	204
	100.0


Table 76: Number of criminal records
	
	2012/13

	
	Number of cases
	(%)

	1 time
	10
	26.3

	2 times - < 6 times
	20
	52.6

	6 times - < 10 times
	2
	5.3

	≥ 10 times
	6
	15.8

	Total
	38
	100.0

	
	3 Times


Table 77: Effects of current housing conditions on mental health/mood
	
	2012/13

	
	Frequency

	How frequently do you or your family members encounter the following situations?
	Never
Percent (%)
	Seldom

(several times a month)
Percent (%)
	Occasionally

(once a month)
Percent (%)
	Often

(once a week)
	N/A

Percent (%)
	(Total)
	N

	Argue with family members due to small living area 
	25.4
	9.3
	4.9
	7.8
	52.7
	100.0
	205

	Argue with other households due to small living area
	48.3
	18.4
	8.5
	6.0
	18.9
	100.0
	201

	Argue with Other living in household over using facilities such as bathroom and kitchen 
	50.7
	22.4
	6.3
	5.4
	15.1
	100.0
	205

	Theft in place of residence
	68.1
	15.9
	6.8
	3.4
	5.8
	100.0
	207

	Unstable, recovering mental-illness patients
	67.0
	9.4
	4.9
	1.5
	17.2
	100.0
	203

	Drug use
	70.2
	8.8
	3.9
	1.0
	16.1
	100.0
	205

	People undertaking illegal activities
	71.9
	9.4
	3.0
	0
	15.8
	100.0
	203

	Sexual harassment by family members or others residing in household
	58.2
	3.0
	0.5
	0
	38.3
	100.0
	201

	Lack of sleep due to heat and humidity, leading to poor work or academic performance
	23.8
	18.4
	18.0
	39.3
	0.5
	100.0
	206

	Irritability due to poor conditions
	28.7
	13.4
	22.0
	34.9
	1.0
	100.0
	209

	Feelings of despondency due to poor conditions
	39.9
	11.5
	20.2
	25.5
	2.9
	100.0
	208


Table 78: Benefits from social policies

	
	2012/13

	
	Number of cases
	(%)

	Provision of a one-off additional payment to recipients of CSSA
	72
	34.1

	Rates concession
	1
	0.5

	Statutory minimum wage 
	14
	6.6

	Provision of a one-off additional payment to recipients of CSSA
	9
	4.3

	Assistance programmes under CCF (Except one-off allowance of $6,000 to new arrivals)
	11
	5.2

	Work incentive transport subsidy scheme
	2
	0.9

	Remit public housing rent for 2 months
	1
	0.5

	Electricity charges subsidy
	15
	7.1

	Tax rebate
	3
	1.4

	Scheme $6,000
	150
	71.1

	One-off allowance of $6,000 to new arrivals under CCF 
	23
	10.9

	Raise school textbook assistance
	11
	5.2

	No benefit
	24
	11.4

	N
	211


Table 79: No. of items not benefiting anyone (excluding Scheme $6,000 and the CCF’s $6,000 new arrival allowance)
	
	Number of cases
	(%)

	6 items or below
	1
	0.5

	7 items or below
	5
	2.4

	8 items or below
	11
	5.2

	9 items or below
	97
	46.0

	10 items or below
	97
	46.0

	Total
	211
	100.0

	 Median
	9 items


Table 80: Usage of food-bank services
	
	2012/13
	2009

	
	Number of cases
	(%)
	Number of cases
	(%)

	 Yes
	23
	10.7
	16
	9.2

	No
	191
	89.3
	158
	90.8

	Total
	214
	100.0
	174
	100.0


Table 81: No. of food-bank service users
	
	2012/13

	
	Number of cases
	(%)

	1 time
	9
	47.4

	2 times
	4
	21.1

	3 times
	2
	10.5

	4 times
	2
	10.5

	≥ 5 times
	2
	10.5

	Total
	19
	100.0

	 Median
	2 times


Table 82: Reason for not using food-bank services
	
	2012/13
	2009

	
	Number of cases
	(%)
	Number of cases
	(%)

	Ineligible
	52
	28.4
	64
	39

	Don’t want to rely on social welfare
	15
	8.2
	9
	5.5

	Not necessary
	43
	23.5
	29
	17.7

	Don’t want to be discriminated against
	6
	3.3
	1
	0.6

	Don’t know the application procedures
	62
	33.9
	55
	33.5

	Cannot solve the fundamental problem
	3
	1.6
	1
	0.6

	The period of assistance is too short
	2
	1.1
	-
	-

	Other
	22
	12.0
	16
	9.8

	Total
	183
	100.0
	-
	-


Table 83: How the government can contribute
	
	2012/13
	2009

	
	Number of cases
	(%)
	Number of cases
	 (%)

	Legislate standard working hours 
	41
	19.6
	-
	-

	Provide more singleton hostels
	45
	21.4
	-
	-

	Provide residential or industrial units with affordable rent 
	76
	36.2
	-
	-

	Provide rental allowance
	105
	50.0
	-
	-

	Legislate rent control and protect rental rights
	100
	47.6
	-
	-

	Provide job opportunities and labour protection
	65
	31.0
	54
	31.0

	Re-house to same district /

 Launch public-housing applications for urban districts
	91
	43.3
	75
	43.1

	Raise the rent allowance of CSSA recipients
	92
	43.8
	62
	35.6

	Prohibit and replace cage homes and cubicles with reallocation policy
	80
	38.1
	66


	37.9



	Bedspace apartment ordinance should monitor living size, household number and sanitary conditions
	72
	34.3
	57


	32.8



	Build more public housing, shorten the waiting time
	169
	80.5
	112
	64.4

	Eliminate the point system for singletons
	59
	28.1
	29
	16.7

	Eliminate the requirement of living in Hong Kong for seven years before being able to obtain public housing
	51
	24.3
	12
	6.9

	Other
	32
	15.2
	38
	21.8

	Total
	210
	100.0
	-
	-


Table 84: The greatest difficulties
	
	2012/13
	2009
	2006
	2004

	
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	All
	Cubicle
	Cage

home 
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home

	
	 (%)


	Percent of urgent need (%)
	Percent

(%)


	Percent of urgent need (%)
	Percent

(%)


	Percent of urgent need (%)
	Percent

(%)


	Percent of urgent need (%)
	Percent

(%)


	Percent

(%)


	Percent

(%)


	Percent

(%)


	Percent

(%)


	Percent

(%)


	Percent

(%)



	Financial constraints
	46.5
	9.9
	47.2
	0
	41.1
	9.5
	52.4
	14.6
	13.8
	13.6
	13.2
	16.1
	17.1
	19.8
	20.0

	Moving to better places
	13.6
	0.5
	10.8
	0
	16.8
	0
	11.0
	1.2
	0.6
	12.3
	1.3
	1.5
	2.9
	0.8
	6.3

	Reallocat-
ing to public housing
	30.4
	40.2
	16.2
	67.6
	34.7
	31.6
	31.7
	37.8
	37.9
	45.7
	26.3
	47.4
	38.6
	39.7
	33.1

	Improving present habitat
	35.5
	1.9
	37.8
	0
	36.8
	2.1
	32.9
	2.4
	1.1
	1.2
	1.3
	2.2
	4.3
	3.3
	3.8

	Employ-

ment problems
	22.4
	2.8
	24.3
	2.7
	15.8
	2.1
	29.3
	3.7
	14.4
	13.6
	17.1
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Unemployment
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	4.4
	7.1
	5.8
	6.9

	Family reunion
	12.1
	0.9
	2.7
	2.7
	15.8
	1.1
	12.2
	0
	1.7
	2.5
	1.3
	4.4
	2.9
	7.4
	2.5

	Parenting
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	
	-
	0
	0
	0
	1.3

	Improving health (mental and physical)
	24.3
	0.5
	21.6
	0
	23.2
	1.1
	26.8
	0
	2.3
	1.2
	3.9
	4.4
	7.1
	6.6
	5.6

	Improving family relation-

ship
	6.5
	0
	10.8
	0
	5.3
	0
	6.1
	0
	0.6
	1.2
	0
	2.2
	0
	1.7
	0.6

	Maintain basic living
	22.0
	3.3
	24.3
	0
	17.9
	3.2
	25.6
	4.9
	1.7
	23.5
	2.6
	6.6
	12.9
	8.3
	13.1

	No needs
	5.1
	0
	0
	0
	5.3
	0
	7.3
	0
	0.6
	1.2
	7.9
	9.5
	5.7
	3.3
	5.0

	Other
	4.2
	0
	5.4
	0
	7.4
	0
	0
	0
	0.0
	1.2
	5.3
	1.5
	1.4
	3.3
	1.9

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	-
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	N
	214
	214
	37
	37
	95
	95
	82
	82
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-


Table 85: Methods for solving problems
	
	2012/13
	2009
	2006
	2004

	
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	All
	Cubicle
	Cage

home 
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	Cubicle
	Cage

home

	
	Percent

(%)
	Percent

(%)
	Percent

(%)
	Percent

(%)
	Percent

(%)
	Percent

(%)
	Percent

(%)
	Percent

(%)
	Percent

(%)
	Percent

(%)
	Percent

(%)

	Solve on my own
	47.3
	44.4
	44.4
	51.9
	55.2
	62.2
	56.9
	-
	-
	39.2
	45.5

	Seek help from government departments
	12.2
	11.1
	15.6
	8.9
	20.4
	16.2
	18.1
	19.9
	17.8
	0
	0

	Seek help from family members
	5.9
	8.3
	6.7
	3.8
	4.3
	8.1
	1.4
	5.8
	2.2
	3.4
	2.5

	Seek help from friends
	13.2
	13.9
	11.1
	15.2
	5.6
	6.8
	5.6
	2.9
	12.2
	9.1
	4.0

	Seek help from social workers
	37.1
	55.6
	31.1
	35.4
	25.9
	23.0
	29.2
	25.7
	32.2
	28.4
	22.3

	Rely on faith/religion
	4.9
	0
	5.6
	6.3
	1.9
	2.7
	1.4
	1.2
	1.1
	0.6
	2.0

	No way out
	18.5
	19.4
	24.4
	11.4
	18.5
	18.9
	22.2
	33.9
	26.7
	17.0
	18.3

	Other
	3.4
	5.6
	2.2
	3.8
	2.5
	0
	2.8
	10.5
	7.8
	2.3
	5.4

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	N
	205
	36
	90
	79
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-


Table 86: Access to social services
	
	2012/13
	2009

	
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	All
	Cubicle
	Cage

home 

	
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)

	Found on my own
	16.6
	8.8
	18.3
	17.9
	29.3
	34.6
	30.3

	Newspaper and advertisements
	1.5
	0
	2.2
	1.3
	0.6
	0
	1.3

	Social worker/ Agency staff/ Outreach volunteer 
	43.9
	50.0
	37.6
	48.7
	42.0
	38.3
	44.7

	From friends/ neighbour
	9.3
	14.7
	10.8
	5.1
	10.3
	8.6
	11.8

	District council member/ 

legislative councilmember 
	3.9
	5.9
	2.2
	5.1
	1.1
	1.2
	1.3

	Flyer and letter from agencies
	3.9
	11.8
	0
	5.1
	2.3
	1.2
	3.9

	Other
	3.4
	0
	3.2
	5.1
	4.0
	3.7
	2.6

	 None
	29.3
	35.3
	33.3
	21.8
	30.5
	35.8
	25.0

	N
	205
	34
	93
	78
	-
	-
	-


Table 87: Services utilized

	
	2012/13
	2009
	2006
	2004

	
	All
	Small Suite
	Cubicle
	Cage

home
	All
	Cubicle
	Cage

home 
	Cubicle
	Cage

home 
	Cubicle
	Cage

home 

	
	Percent of cases (%)
	Percent of cases (%)
	Percent of cases (%)
	Percent of cases (%)
	Percent of cases (%)
	Percent of cases (%)
	Percent of cases (%)
	Percent of cases (%)
	Percent of cases (%)
	Percent of cases (%)
	Percent of cases (%)

	Family and child services
	13.4
	38.5
	9.7
	6.6
	5.7
	8.6
	1.3
	3.0
	1.5
	2.6
	1.9

	Youth services
	2.7
	3.8
	0
	4.9
	0.0
	0
	0
	2.2
	1.5
	0.9
	0.6

	Rehabilitation services
	4.7
	3.8
	4.8
	4.9
	1.7
	2.5
	1.3
	3.0
	0
	1.7
	3.8

	Medical social services
	12.1
	7.7
	14.5
	11.5
	5.7
	3.7
	9.2
	9.7
	5.9
	7.8
	6.4

	Elderly services
	4.7
	0
	11.3
	0
	1.7
	2.5
	1.3
	1.5
	1.5
	1.7
	0

	Ex-offenders services
	4.7
	0
	0
	11.5
	4.6
	1.2
	7.9
	1.5
	2.9
	0.9
	1.9

	Social security
	36.9
	15.4
	25.8
	57.4
	36.2
	28.4
	48.7
	23.9
	32.4
	54.3
	46.8

	Community outreach services
	45.6
	50.0
	46.8
	42.6
	35.1
	28.4
	38.2
	90.3
	95.6
	70.7
	65.4

	Youth outreach services
	0.7
	0
	0
	1.6
	0.6
	1.2
	0
	0.7
	0
	0.9
	0

	Other
	8.1
	3.8
	14.5
	3.3
	8.0
	8.6
	7.9
	3.0
	1.5
	6.0
	2.6

	Never utilize any services
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	3.4
	14.7

	N
	149
	26
	62
	61
	174
	81
	76
	134
	68
	116
	156


12. Research Questionnaire
Basic Information
Respondent’s Name: ________________Respondent’s Telephone:________________       

Gender :______________  Age: _____________ Size of Unit︰_______Square Feet
Address : _________________________________________________________
Level of Education:       
□(1) Primary school or lower  □(2) Middle school   □(3) Secondary school  
□(4) Post-secondary or higher       
Marital Status:   
□(1) Married; spouse lives in the Mainland   □(1a) Yes □(1b) No 
□(2) Married; spouse lives in Hong Kong    □(3) Unmarried    
□(4) Widowed                          □(5) Separated/Divorced
Number of persons in household: ______________ 
Number of persons in household who have resided in Hong Kong for less than 7 years：_______   
Number of persons in household under 18 years of age：________

Number of persons in household who are 60 years of age or older：_______

	Interview Results
	First Time

(Date:          )
	Second Time

(Date:          )
	Third Time

(Date:          )

	Successful
	
	
	

	Unsuccessful
	
	
	


Reasons why unsuccessful
      1st Time         2nd Time          3rd Time
1. Refused Interview
                                                
2. Building vacated/demolished                                         
3. Spoke different language                                            
4. Nobody home
                                                
5. Other
                                                
Flat Information (Completed by Leader)

A. Living Conditions
1. Please indicate which of the following problems exist in your current housing (you may select multiple items)
□(1) Unsanitary conditions (poor ventilation, no natural light, bed bugs, cockroaches, rodents, extreme heat, small size, etc.)
□(2) Poor facilities (e.g. lack of building maintenance, no personal restroom or kitchen, no fire-extinguishing equipment)
□(3) Problems with neighborhors (e.g. noise)
□(4) Problems with security (e.g. theft)
□(5) Problems with rent (e.g. landlord increases rent, forces evictions)
□(6) Other (please explain)___________________________________

□(7) None
2. How were you introduced to your current housing facility?
□(1) Family member or friend  
□(2) Newspaper advertisement 
□(3) Street signs    
□(4) Social Welfare Department  
□(5) Voluntary organizations (Name：__________________)
□(6) Realty company   
□(7) Other：


    
3. Where did you live prior to moving into your current flat?   

□(1) Homeless    
□(2) Small Suite      
□(3) Hostel provided by employer     
□(4) Personal flat   
      
□(5) Hut (made ofwood or rock) 

□(6) Bedspace   

   

□(7) Youth hostel/halfway house           
□(8) Temporary housing 

□(9) Rented an entire private flat        
□(10) Cubicle
 
□(11) Public housing
□(12) Other, please explain_        

□(13) Same type
4a. How long have you lived in your current housing? _____Years _____Months
4b. For how many years (total overall) have you lived in inadequate housing (including cage homes, cubicles, and sub-divided flats)?
_____Years _____Months
5. Why did you choose to live in your current housing facility? (you may select multiple items)
□(1) Former home was demolished


□(2) Abandoned by family

□(3) Fallout with former co-tenant 
□(4) Family issues (e.g. separation)    
□(5) Convenient to work
      
□(6) Enjoy living together with many people  
□(7) Difficulty finding place to rent as a singleton  
□(8) Affordable rental rate    
□(9) Relatives’ homes were too crowded
□(10) Financial constraints
□(11) Evicted from previous residence
□(12) Rent increased at previous residence                                                                                               □(13) Other：_____

B. Re-housing Policies
6. What is your level of satisfaction with your current housing conditions?
□(1) Very dissatisfied   □(2) Dissatisfied    □(3) Indifferent   □(4) Satisfied   □(5) Very satisfied
7. If the government offers to re-house you, would you be willing to move?
□(1) Yes (please answer question 7a)    □(2) No (please answer question 7b)

7a. How would you like for the government to re-house you? (you may select multiple items)

□(1) Provide rental subsidies to rent private flats  □(4) Public housing
□(2) Nursing home (for the elderly only)

 □(5) Hostel for singles (for non-elderly, single individuals only)

□(3) Renovate current housing



 □(6) Other： ___________

7b. Why are you unwilling to move? (you may select multiple items)

□(1) Afraid that rent for re-housing facilities would be too high



□(2) Unqualified to apply for public housing



□(3) There are many job opportunities in current district/Convenient to work


□(4) No money or help to move    
□(5) Already have many friends at current residence  
□(6) Afraid re-housing location will be too remote   
□(7) Cost of living in current housing is already quite low 
□(8) Other︰___________

8. Have you ever applied for public housing?
□(1) Yes Date applied：_______ _______ (please answer question 8a)       

□(2) No (please answer question 9a)

□(3) Recently applied and have not received approval (please answer question 8a)

8a. Would you like to be re-housed in your current area? (only applicable for those who have applied for public housing)

□(1) Yes                       □(2) No (please skip to question 10)

8b. Reason for wanting to be re-housed in current district (you may select multiple items) (only applicable for those who have applied for public housing)

□(1) Convenient to work/easy to find work             
□(2) Social network has been established in current area      

□(3) Too old to adapt to new environment
             
□(4) Want to take care of people in current area
□(5) Financial constraints, difficulty commuting to work or school  
□(6) Other︰_____________________

9a. Reasons for not applying (you may select multiple items)

□(1) Income too high


 
□(2) Public housing locations are too remote
 
□(3) Do not want to be alone 
□(4) Unfamiliar with procedures 
□(5) Wait times are too long

□(6) Still have public-housing status
□(7) Application procedures too cumbersome 
□(8) Do not meet requirement for residing in Hong Kong for seven years
□(9) Elderly housing requires sharing restrooms and kitchens
□(10) Have not completed divorce procedures 
□(11) Own too many assets   
□(12) Other, please explain： ___　　　　　
10. Why have you not moved into hostels for singletons? (you may select multiple items) (Only applicable for single individuals under 60 years of age) 

□(1) Do not know how to apply



□(2) Exhorbitant rental rates



□(3) Ineligible
    
□(4) Live with family, thus unable to move into singleton hostels              
□(5) Application procedures are cumbersome  
□(6) Not near to workplace          
□(7) Do not get along well with Other  
□(8) Bad for social life 
□(9) Residence periods are too short 
□(10) Never heard of singleton hostels
□(11) Unaccustomed to hostel-style management 
□(12) Just left hostel; temporarily unable to move back in             
□(13) Other：____________ 
C. Finances and Employment
11. What is your employment status?
□(1) Self-employed

□(2) Full-time (occupation:________________)    

□(3) Day labor/part-time/temporary (occupation:________________)    
□(4) Retired       

□(5) Unemployed (duration of unemployment：____________)，Reason for unemployment：

(5a)□Employer closed business   
(5b)□ Factory moved to Mainland China      
(5c)□Dismissed by employer
(5d)□Lost ability to work   
(5e)□Want to change occupations／change work environment
(5f) □Other, please explain：



□(6) Other, please explain：__________________
12. Are you receiving CSSA? 

□(1) Yes; among a total of ___ persons receiving CSSA   
□(2) No (please skip to question 13)

12a. Have you ever experienced “excess rent.” (i.e. paid rental rates that are higher than rent-subsidy caps)?
□(1) Yes; paid monthly excess of_________    □(2) No
13. What are your sources of income?(you may select multiple items)

□(1) Work

□(2) Child support 

□(3) Savings
 
□(4) Old age allowance     

□(5) CSSA


□(6) Disability subsidies
□(7) Other︰____________

14. What is your approximate monthly income? HK $ _________    

14a. If you are employed, did your monthly income change following (May,  2011) the implementation of the minimum wage?
□Yes, it increased by HK $________/decreased by HK $_________；
□No 
□N/A (unemployed)

15. How much is your total monthly household income? $ ___________

15a. If you or a family member are employed, did your overall monthly household income change following (May, 2011) the implementation of the minimum wage?
□Yes, it increased by HK $________/decreased by HK $_________；
□No 
□N/A (unemployed)
16. How much are each of the following items for your current residence (if not applicable, please mark “X”)?
Rental HK $ ________    Deposit HK $ ________  Utility deposit HK $ ________

Water (monthly) expense HK $________   Electricity (month) expense$________

Last period HK $ ________   Miscellaneous expenses HK $ ________    

Monthly rent with water and electricity HK $______   
Monthly water expenses HK $______   Monthly electricity expenses HK $______

17. Changes in rental rates over the past two years：

□(1) Increased__________times, for a total of HK $__________ (from HK $_________to HK $__________)

□(2) Decreased__________ times, for a total of HK $__________ (from HK $_________to HK $__________)
□(3) No change
18. Have you been evicted within the past three years?
□ (1) Yes, ____times                □ (2) No
D. Individual Health
19. Do you have any type of chronic illness?
□(1) Yes


□(2) No (please skip to question 21)
20. What kind of illnesses do you have?  (you may select multiple items)

□(1) Respiratory-system disorder 

□(2) Diabetes 
□(3) Stroke 

□(4) Gastrointestinal and liver disease 

□(5) Hearing impaired 

□(6) Physically disabled

□(7) Cardiovascular disease

□(8) Visually impaired 

□(9) Rheumatic disorder          
□(10) Cancer 

□(11) Psychological disorder 

□(12) Other___
21. Do you currently use drugs?      
□(1) Yes, have been using for

years        □(2) No
22. Do you have a criminal record?          
□(1) Yes, have been incarcerated

times    □(2) No
23. How have your current housing conditions affected your mental health/mood? (you may select multiple items)

□(1) Yield feelings of despondency    
□(2) Cause bad moods 
□(3) Yield feelings of depression    
□(4) Harm physical health
□(5) Other_______________                  
□(6) There are no effects
	How frequently do you or your family members encounter the following situations?
	Never
	Seldom
(several times a month)
	Occasionally
(once a month)
	Often
(once a week)
	N/A

	24.
	Argue with family members due to small living area 
	
	
	
	
	

	25.
	Argue with Other living in household due to small living area
	
	
	
	
	

	26.
	Argue with Other living in household over using facilities such as bathroom and kitchen 
	
	
	
	
	

	27.
	Theft in place of residence
	
	
	
	
	

	28.
	Unstable, recovering mental-illness patients
	
	
	
	
	

	29.
	Drug use
	
	
	
	
	

	30.
	People undertaking illegal activities
	
	
	
	
	

	31.
	Sexual harassment by family members or Other residing in household
	
	
	
	
	

	32.
	Lack of sleep due to heat and humidity, leading to poor work or academic performance
	
	
	
	
	

	33.
	Irritability due to poor conditions
	
	
	
	
	

	34
	Feelings of despondency due to poor conditions
	
	
	
	
	


E. Social Policies
35. Have you or your household benefitted from recently implemented government policies designed to alleviate hardships? (you may select multiple items)
□(1) One-off additional payment to recipients of CSSA
□(2) Rates concessions
□(3) Minimum-wage legislation 

□(4) A one-off additional payment to recipients of CSSA 

□(5) CCF programs (other than HK $6,000 for new immigrants) 

□(6) Work Incentive Transport Subsidy Scheme 

□(7) Free public-housing rent 

□(8) Free utilities 

□(9) Tax rebate 

□(10) The government’s Scheme $6,000 
□(11) The CCF’s HK $6,000 for new immigrants 

□(12) Increased school-textbook subsidy (full increase to HK $1,000; half increase to HK $500)  
□(13) No benefit
36. Have you ever used the government’s food service?
□(1) Yes, I have applied for food-bank services

times (please skip to question 38)       
□(2) No (please answer question 37)

37. Why have you not used the government’s food-bank services?
□(1) Ineligible

    
□(2) Do not want to rely on social welfare
 

□(3) Do not need it
                   

□(4) Do not want to be discriminated against 

□(5) Do not know how to apply

□(6) Do not think it will solve the fundamental problem 

□(7) Food-service periods are too short  

□(8) Other︰______________

38. How do you think the government can help improve the lives of the poor? (you may select multiple items)
□(1) Legislate standard work hours     　　　      
□(2) Re-house in current areas/Launch application for specific areas
     
□(3) Increase CSSA rental subsidies 
□(4) Utilize re-housing policies and completely ban cage homes and cubicles 
□(5) Bedspace ordinances should regulate sizes of living space, number of co-tenants, and sanitary conditions 
□(6) Develop public housing and decrease the wait times for public housing

□(7) Eliminate the point system for singletons applying for public housing

□(8) Elminate the requirement of allocation of public housing only to those who have lived in Hong Kong for seven years

□(9) Provide more hostels for singletons

□(10) Provide employment opportunities and work security 
□(11) Provide low-rent private-housing/industrial-building flats 
□(12) Provide rent subsidies 

□(13) Legislate rent control and protection rights   
□(14) Other:_______________________
F. Ways to Seek Help
39. What problems would you currently like resolved? (please mark “1” to indicate the most pressing need, and mark “(” for all other needs) 
□(1) Financial constraints  

□(2) Improve current living conditions

□(3) Improve health (mental and physical) 
□(4) Find a place to move (excluding public housing)  

□(5) Employment issues 
□(6) Improve family relations 

□(7) Move to public housing
□(8) Unite with family
□(9) Sustain basic living 
□(10) None (please skip to question 41) 
□(11) Other:______________

40. How would you like to solve the preceeding problems? (you may select multiple items)

□(1) Solve on my own

□(2) Seek help from the govenrment
   
□(3) Seek help from family 
□(4) Seek help from friends
□(5) Seek help from social work  
□(6) Rely on faith/religion  
□(7) No choice   
□(8) Other︰_________

41. Through which channels have you had contact with social services? (you may select multiple items)

□(1) Found on my own

□(2) Articles and other advertisements





□(3) Social work/Organization employees/Volunteer outreach services (e.g. door-to-door or street outreach)
□(4) Introductions through friends or neighbors
□(5) District council member/ 

legislative councilmember
 
□(6) Flyers/Organization information


□(7) Other: __________

□(8) None
42. With what kinds of social services have you come into contact? (you may select multiple items)

□(1) Family or child social services
□(6) Youth services
□(2) Rehabilitation services


□(7) Medical social services
□(3) Elderly services



□(8) Ex-offenders services
□(4) Social security




□(9) Social organization outreach services
□(5) Youth outreach



□(10) Other:______________

Questionnaire No.








Building Type：


□Industrial　　　□Private　　　□Commerial       □Other


Housing Types：


□Licensed Cage Homes  　          □Unlicensed Cage Homes   　□Cubicle/Solid-Partitioned Cubicle   　□Small Suite


Overall size of flat：_______Square feet  Number of Compartments：___________ 


Total Number of Households in Flat︰______


Total Number of Residents in Flat：______


Facilities：_____Toilets  _____Kitchens  Indoor Hallway：_________ Meters


Rent Manager Name︰__________   


Rent Manager Contact︰___________





Interview Completion Date：___________________  


Date of Interview：______________


Name of Interviewer：___________________ 	


Telephone：__________________


Interviewer’s Comments：_____________________________________


 








� Ming Pao (2012), news story, Government reveals that 70,000 reside in subdivided flats.


� One flat with twelve or more tenants who share a kitchen and bathroom is called a cage home.


� One flat with twelve or more tenants who share a kitchen and bathroom is called a cubicle.


� One flat with subdivided units that have independent bathrooms is called  a small suite.


� Census and Statistics Department (2012), Number of residents living in single rooms, bedspaces, and cocklofts.


Year�
Households�
Number of Persons�
�
2Q2012�
31,800�
64,900�
�
2011�
32,800�
66,300�
�
2010�
35,100�
74,500�
�
2009�
45,300�
91,500�
�
2008�
43,900�
87,200�
�
2007�
50,100�
94,200�
�



� Policy 21, Ltd. (2013), Survey on Subdivded Housing Units in Hong Kong.


� Society for Community Organization (2009), Research report on cage homes, cubicles, and sub-divided flats.


� Society for Community Organization (2012), 2012 Research report on the living conditions and needs of residents living in industrial buildings.


� Society for Community Organization (2013), 2012 Research report on the housing needs of non-elderly, single individuals.


� Housing Authority (2012 and 2013), Inquiries Regarding Public-Housing Data, letter of response.


�
Number of Persons on the Waiting List for Public Housing�
�
�
Total Number of Persons on the Waiting List�
Number of Ordinary Applicants on the Waiting List�
Number of Non-Elderly, Single Applicants on the Waiting List�
�
2008/09�
114,400�
71,700�
42,700�
�
2009/10�
129,100�
77,800�
51,300�
�
2010/11�
152,400�
89,000�
63,400�
�
2011/12�
189,500�
101,700�
87,800�
�
2012 (End of Dec.)�
222,200�
115,300�
106,900�
�
2013 (End of Mar.)�
228,400�
116,900�
111,500�
�



� Hong Kong Government (2013), 2013 Policy Address.


� Housing Authority (2012), Inquiries Regarding Public-Housing Data, letter of response.


�
Average Wait Times for Applicants to Obtain Housing�
�
�
Ordinary Applicants�
Non-Elderly, Single Applicants �
�
2011�
2 years�
2.6 years�
�
2012 (End of Mar.)�
2.6 years�
2.9 years�
�
2013 (End of Mar.)�
2.7 years�
(N/A)�
�



� Home Affairs Department (2013), Inquiries Regarding Bedspace Apartments, letter of response.


� Unlicensed cage homes refers to one flat with twelve or more tenants, but the flat is not on the list of licensed bedspace apartments.





� Policy 21, Ltd. (2013), Survey on Subdivided Housing Units in Hong Kong.


� Housing Authority (2013), Inquiries Regarding Public-Housing Data, letter of response.


According to special analysis on applicant wait times for housing conducted by the Housing Authority based on data as of the end of June, 2012, among 106,000 ordinary wait-list applicants, 15%, or 15,700 households had waited for three or more years and had not been approved. 70% of these households had waited three to at least four years, approximately 21% had waited for four to at least five years, and approximately 9% had waited for five years or longer.


� Housing Authority (2013), Press release from Housing Authority website, Waiting List income and asset limits for public rental housing for 2013/14, and Waiting List income and asset limits for public rental housing for 2013/14, � HYPERLINK "http://www.housingauthority.gov.hk/tc/about-us/news-centre/press-releases/index.html" �http://www.housingauthority.gov.hk/tc/about-us/news-centre/press-releases/index.html�, Retrieved on April 17, 2013.


�
Prior to April, 2013�
Starting from April, 2013�
�
Number of Applicants�
Income Cap (net of Mandatory Provident Fund)�
Income Cap (net of Mandatory Provident Fund)�
�
1 person�
$8,740�
$8,880�
�
2 persons�
$13,410�
$13,750�
�
3 persons�
$17,060�
$18,310�
�
4 persons�
$20,710�
$22,140�
�
5 persons�
$23,640�
$25,360�
�
6 persons�
$26,590�
$28,400�
�



� If two persons are simultaneously employed, with the hourly minimum wage at HK $30, factoring in paid vacation days, each person earns HK $7,440, and the two earn a combined HK $14,880. Subtracting the Mandatory Provident Fund, they have HK $14,136, which is higher than the public-housing income cap for two-person applicants.


� Hong Kong Government (2013), 2013 Policy Address, The 2013-14 Budget.


� Census and Statistics Department (2013), Quarterly Report on General Household Survey (4Q2012).


� Census and Statistics Department (2013), Quarterly Report on General Household Survey (1Q2013).


Monthly household incomes based on number of persons per household (excluding foreign domestic helpers): 


�
4Q2012�
1Q2013�
�
1 person�
$7,600�
$7,500�
�
2 persons�
$16,000�
$17,000�
�
3 persons�
$24,000�
$25,000�
�
4 persons�
$29,900�
$30,900�
�
5 persons�
$30,100�
$31,800�
�
6 or more persons�
$32,500�
$33,000�
�
All Households�
$21,000�
$22,000�
�



� 2012 Median and half of median household incomes based on number of persons per household (excluding foreign domestic helpers)


�
4Q2012 Median Household Income by the Census and Statistics Department�
Half of 4Q2012 Median Household Income by the Census and Statistics Department�
Results of Our Investigation into Median Household Income�
Difference between Half of Median �
Percentage of Half of Median�
�
1 person per household�
$7,600�
$3,800�
$4,400�
13.6%�
116%�
�
2 persons per household�
$16,000�
$8,000�
$8,500�
5.8%�
106%�
�
3 persons per household�
$24,000�
$12,000�
$9,000�
33.3%�
75%�
�
4 persons per household�
$29,900�
$14,950�
$11,500�
30%�
77%�
�
5 persons per household�
$30,100�
$15,050�
$10,000�
50.5%�
66%�
�
 


� Census and Statistics Department (2013), 2012 Report on Annual Earnings and Hours Survey.


� Hong Kong SAR Legislative Council (2013), The Finance Committee’s 2013-14 Budget, reply no. LWB (WW) 416, question no. 5181, � HYPERLINK "http://www.legco.gov.hk/yr12-13/chinese/fc/fc/w_q/lwb-ww-c.pdf" �http://www.legco.gov.hk/yr12-13/chinese/fc/fc/w_q/lwb-ww-c.pdf�, retrieved on August, 26, 2013.


� Social Welfare Department (2013), Comprehensive Social Security Assistance (CSSA) Scheme, � HYPERLINK "http://www.swd.gov.hk/tc/index/site_pubsvc/page_socsecu/sub_comprehens/" �http://www.swd.gov.hk/tc/index/site_pubsvc/page_socsecu/sub_comprehens/�, Retrieved on April 17, 2013.


�
Number of Healthy Persons/Children Approved to Receive Rent Subsidies�
�
�
From February 1, 2012 �
From February 1, 2013�
2003�
�
1 person�
$1,335�
$1,440�
$1,505�
�
2 persons�
$2,695�
$2,905�
$3,030�
�
3 persons�
$3,520�
$3,795�
$3,955�
�
4 persons�
$3,745�
$4,035�
$4,210�
�
5 persons�
$3,750�
$4,045�
$4,215�
�
6 or more persons�
$4,690�
$5,055�
$5,265�
�






� Rating and Valuation Department (2013), Private Domestic – Rental Indices by Class.


� Hong Kong Government (1996). Report on Review of Comprehensive Social Security Assistance (CSSA) Scheme. Hong Kong: Government Press.
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