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The three-year pilot project of Community Housing Movement was launched in September
2017. Its objective was to provide short term relief by way of accommodation and support
service to individuals or families which are living in inadequate housing, low income and in
urgent need of community support. The Hong Kong Council of Social Service played an
intermediary role in soliciting and renovating idle residential properties and then subleting
them to the eligible NGOs/SEs as qualified operators to operate those flats and provide service
to the target users. On top of accommodation, the project aimed at enhancing tenant’s mutual
support network and social capacity to improve their quality of life.

To understand the impact of this project, the Department of Applied Social Sciences of The
Hong Kong Polytechnic University was commissioned to conduct a social impact assessment
for this three-year pilot project. The research team conducted the tenant household survey
during the period of November 2018 to March 2021.

This study focuses on assessing the impact of low-income households and the project
operation.
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SE—PEES -A(ERIHA SEPEES -A(EhHE SE=PEER -A(ERHE
Stage 1 - Stage 2 - Stage 3 -
Before move-in Living for 6 months Before move out
or above
BHEA P 2
Interviewed 133 218 166
households
EIfE=E
Response 64.6% 71.9% 81.0%
rate . J \ g & Y,

®EEE|fEE Overall response rate 1 2.5%




AFHEEBRREAR

Number of Household Members in Social Housing

% ©19.3%
1% © 31.0%
f4 © 13.5%

§§§ @ 1.7%

BREKRmIeENEERERENRESHE
st No. of households which have family members

under 16 years old

FHCHERY >
Agg Group =60

50-59 30-39

40-49

YEIRAR T
Marital Status
43.8%
0,
Y e 3.6%
B I E /RS By =E
Married Separated/ Single Widowed
Divorced

HEARER
Public Rental Housing (PRH) Application Status

97.1% 2.9%
BRSETRERR 11wkkkw REWERE
Had waited/ Not waiting for
Waiting for PRH PRH

97.3% 2.7%
WEAR=FEHMU L WEABR=FUT
Waiting for PRH for Waiting for PRH for

3years or above less than 3 years
59.4%
WIECEHULE
Waiting for PRH for
7 years or above

B

Gender

20.7% 79.3%

S gogid
Male Female
HEEE
Education Level
71.3%
16.5% 12.1%
INBIZE hEEE ARl
;AT Secondary EHHE
Primary Sixth Form/
or below Post-secondary
MERR
Employment Status
5.5%
3.3% ‘
RIRAL
85 Retirees

Students

43.2%

EWAL
Employed

35.2%
ERRBHIEE

Full-time

home makers
12.8%
(GEIES S
Seeking Job/
Unemployed

! ZEAER R EEE 29T RFT ARSI Z551EF © The baseline of interviewed households profile is 297 which are the individual households of all stages.
2 (E(IRRE B R AE R IE B 098 AR M BT AEER 48 80 tH A - Owing to rounding issue, there may be a slight discrepancy between the sum of individual’ s items

and the total as shown in the graphics.




REZEIRT

Household Income

®

HK$11,000° ® . HK$35,500
HEEREFMNEAREARRUH < _1':' EBREAB R

Median monthly domestic household Three time wedian monthly domestic household
income of social housing households - income of Hong Kong households*

38.6% MR - NI 61.4%
ER(TEHE

Type of Housing before Moving into Social Housing

52.1% B E
Subdivided flats

3.0% EHift

Others 11.1% SEE (FEHL A RIBRREE/KL)

Subletting flats

9.8% ﬁﬁ?’é‘%ﬂ?x% (bedspace apartments and
Temporary hostel cubicle apartments)
4.7% ERFFEIL BN (FINRE/AR)
19.2% KABEILEN Temporary quarters
Private permanent quarters

(e.g. squatter huts/huts)

HEEREEEL 70 0% 30 0%

Cohousmg Non cohousmg

|/
@??&ﬁ Analytical Framework

HUEREENBEREAEE

Perception of social housing

BAER

O [riave)
Personal development u!m
Level 4

HEEERERR
Connection and belonging

ERIERNBENM
Economic and housing security }ﬁ\‘$ Level 2

\ TERE
=l “ Housing need

3 SR RAER BB 4R The median monthly domestic household income of social housing households is lower than poverty line.
(ERER: Bf4st 2019 FE BB B BIERER S Source from Hong Kong Poverty Situation Report 2019 of Census and Statistics Department.)

S ERIER: BTt sT AR S EE#sTAE 20194 kR Source from Quarterly Report on General Household Survey 2019 of Census and Statistics Department.
S ZEHER R ESRZE 29T BFF AR ERMEIIZ31EF © The baseline of interviewed households profile is 297 which are the individual households of all stages.
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This study is to understand the households’ views on social housing after

living in Social Housing for 2 years

EERE
Housing Need

%
(A}QEEEE Per Capita Living Area

ERE
Former Home

|/
@Eﬂ%# Living Condition

T2 SR BIUN R B2 A 22 R
Enough toilet and shower space

R AZER
Enough cooking space

SO RHMAEZERE
~ Enough dining space

R SEI PR ZE RS

Enough rest space

RN FLEBZE R

Enough activity space for children

%
(E}ﬁﬁi Living Quality

BERERIREEFRRRE
including living conditions and living satisfaction

HERER
Social Housing

1153%F

AfEdi UNEL L b

Before move-in After move-in Changes
40.9% 91.8% +50.9%
35.9% 85.9% +50.0%
37.4% 82.4% +45.0%
27.1% 72.4% +45.3%
13.7% 72.2% +58.5%

HEFRREE

Percentage of satisfaction with flats

2

AfEqi UNEL
Before move-in After move-in e

Increased by~ [EEaEA4
16.6% IWp 76.5% ‘

¢ EFRAERTERBIN DI AMERIZHEREHR133 AFRIZHEREHR1660 The baseline of interviewed households is 133 before move-in and 166 after

move-in among all comparison tables.




BIEEEZE2R - QEEN ERRERERAS
including sense of security, economic pressure,
food and housing expenses

BERIEENBEN
Economic and Housing Security

2,

|/
@Eﬁﬂi Housing Expense ’

AfER UNES:
Before move-in After move-in T
Dropped by
HK$5,280 Imp HK$3,975
%
{£EE 2R Housing Security
AfER PNES:

S and me feel secured”

p MREEEEMARNRAZZHRE

W “The current housing makes my family

M EEEE T RERNE

> “Always worry that rent will

= goupatanytime”

Before move-in

21.4%

AfEH]
Before move-in

68.3%

After move-in

75.1%

PNEL:S

After move-in

27.9%

EF

Increased by

Tk

Dropped by 40.4%

%
ﬂ:“‘\iﬁﬁh Economic Pressure

10
| i 8.8
o -\ \ IR B R T B _—
s The average value of 45.0%
b A \ 4.3 economic pressure on housing Dropped by
(1-10 43 point)
0
10-
8.6 RRRYST B IR T BN IEH
\ 5.1 The average value of T
oy *** economic pressure on Dropped by
household expense
(1-10 43 point)
0

SZehfER R A ARV R IE 0
Households reported that the
disposable income increased

ZERER R NS IRA T L2 MBI
Households reported that they increased the
additional expense on interest course for children

45.0%

TR (B1ERE KEIE HEEU) - Housing expense includes rent, water/electricity/gas bill and other charges.




including family relationship, social capital, community

Connection and Belo nging participation, and neighbourhood relationship

9 HEERREER IR B4 HE SRR B

%
Before move-in  After move-in Change

~ TRESIRERANRNLE

~ “The sense of support from family members has increased”| 56.0% IWp 72.4% ------- +16.4%
rE2RBERENRR RAGERE
“Family members will help me when | face difficulties” . --55.7% IWp 69.6% ------- +13.9%

- I BHFRERPNBBIRERERE

'V‘ “I feel satisfied with studying environment [--------------. 11.9% I. 63.6% -------- +51.7%
5 for children at home”

rEEgem = > JRMEERANBMRR YT
“In general, my family relationship is good” 'bj -+ 61.1% l. 11.7% ~------ +10.6%

K EERA{% Family Relationship (1-543 Point)
EH9{ELEE (FrAPRER) Mean comparison across all stages

$—MEER Stage 1 EINZE
Family support

" PAER Stage 2
S =PAER Stage 3

FLR% EYN-1:]
Children Family help
relationship
S PR ARENRARRIERELT
Households reported that the
family relationship is better
SHEFRAREF MR IERELT
. KRR FREBRIE
66.4% Housgholds reportegj that _thelr Family Stud-;ng en%/ironment
relationship with children is better relationship for children

%
(%;ﬂw]&?ilﬁfﬁﬂﬁ Seek Help and Learn More Community Resources

EE S F IR & BRIt A FKiGED
Households who actively seek help if having difficulty

AfEF AfEE
Before move-in  After move-in HEhn

Increased by [adak

SR 2 E BB EE IR/ RIS T R R N
79.4%

VS 24.0% 1Wp 38.9%

Households reported that they learn more community
resources or services after joining the programme
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#1 &2 Social Participation EUNEZY  Households reported that they were more likely to join

community activities e.g. interest courses and groups
A e o -

AEE® Sose “uuw g

RHERRTESMET

Households reported that they were more likely to be volunteers

2mEyes (A EEaR
Households reported that they were more likely to join residents’ meeting

$#1E 2 Social Participation (1- 55 Point) S P stage 1
FEEELE: (FrBEREER) Mean comparison across all stages
B PEER Stage 2 ==

SINEES)
S =P&ER Stage 3 Join community activities
5

BERIEHED 4 BRUEERE

Join policy and Receive community

ad\{oF{icy service support
activities
90.9% ZEMERRTRH T AR SIS R
Households reported they knew new friends B HET
- Joi idents’ B lunt
F9E85%Z T In average, each household knew : ,:;2{:125 o caommE

@ #BFE new residents & @?il social workers AR
Receive personal skill training

#BE B &) Neigbourhood Interaction (1 - 743 Point)
SEHMELLE (PR P ER) Mean comparison across all stages

F—PEEE Stage 1 === SETRLER Stage 2 == SE=EER Stage 3

EAREEIRS
Greet
J
6
SRR (SRR ihgsid -
= /v
FIEEEE Share food Chat
The comparison of the average and gifts
value of trust in cohousing
households (1-743 point)
HAEMEEEEEN
FHEEEER —RSNUBIED e
The comparison of the average Join social activities Have meal together
value of trust in neighbours withvather ngighbours
in the building (1-743 point)
5 5 . . : < - E{EH —PEER Stage 1 ==
HBERAR Neigbourhood Relationship (1- 753 Point) ﬁz;!;zao{ishli_yj){vivﬁﬂﬁohousing households R stege
EEELE (FREREER) Mean comparison across all stages ; B MEER Stage 2 e
6 E=PEE Stage 3

5

HBERAR - REHIE
Neighbourhood relationship
in the building

EEIRE- KEHE
Trust in neighbours
living in the building

EERRE - BEE

Trust in cohousing households




EIAZE
Personal Development

|/
@Eiﬁﬁi Individual Quality of Life HithEEERIST
Other quality of life items (1 - 1053 Point)
) ) SEYS{ELLE (FRAREER) Mean comparison across all stages
ZERE R R A AR EINSLER RS
Households reported that they were A _
Ea 59.6% optimistic and happy after living in fﬁfﬂ”&fiﬁﬁppy SE—PISER Stage 1 =
social housing 10 SEPBER Stage 2 =
& B =PLER Stage 3 =

R ERRBABEHRB IR RBLE <
CXR:PW Households reported that the /\
psychological pressure was relieved — / » S
Sleeping Psychological
RHERRAIREBRR LA LS quality & pressure
0170 Households reported that the physical

conditions were improved

* RHERRAEREARANE
LUWLZY Households reported that the

sleeping quality was improved SRR GREIR

Physical condition

|/
@Aﬁ&ﬂ]ﬁ‘éﬁﬂ Personal Development and Ability

S EFRABELRERERET T
{01 Households thought that the self-confidence and self-esteem

were improved
HueEENBRRREE
Perception and Satisfaction of Social Housing

S ER R ARABENEINET
Households thought that the problem-solving ability was improved

IR RBREARRRNEINET
48.8%

Households thought that the ability of handling personal
relationship was improved

SR RABFBEANS SENERMNISEELT T
LERIUAS Households thought that the opportunity for developing talent and

skills was improved

4 N () priiesEE
HIMeEEREHE WEEE ¥ thought that Social Housing is ——
Satisfaction with Social Housing (CHM)
EREERNEE
SEPEER Stage 2 $=PRER Stage 3 An alternative affordable housing
BH ANBEHREt
@@ 96.7% IWp 94.3% Acaring plage
\ / EEIAE AL

A place with support

8 HLREJE & MIRE 9 B S SRR s MER & Ee This is a reverse question. The situation was worse in the higher marks.




=20 V4B ERER Hightlights of Focus Group Discussion
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RESBTEHREFERNE

MRLURIB R ERIBMIT B S 100RE- B

KA 3000 N R L E FR/NE = F 4R > LURT
BREBRIBTRIFE > MG MR ERME
#% BB RS ERBATF S )

:

Increasing learning space for children
and improved quality of life
H
MRAR AL 8T AR (5@ EER ok RUE
B p R A EB BRI &7 ARMA9 o
“The family lives more comfortably because | an =

“The children have more learning space.”

of the bigger space and environment.”

/ﬁ\ {£F)v4H Household group

EBREERNEREMR
Better family relationship

through family reunion

on

MR EEREATIT S MR BEIE S RAE —F o)

“To reduce the rent in half after living in social housing.”

EBRIRFBNA EEL ALK 1Nt B B
To rebuild social support network and increase

social capital through providing service
intervention

Mt 2 KEAZBEWhatsAppE#4HIEE B K
REE[IR A8 BRRBENTABTE?]

“To obtain more information, care and supports
through Whatsapp group and new friends from

social housing project .” 4

HAE(BERRS

/ﬁ\ﬁﬁd\.‘;‘.ﬁ Household group

The advantage and challenge of co-housing

BAIU—RA—EE..... ERAR—EERMEC

“We feel happier because all family members

[
A ZA—RAEGR—EE EXREARM
can live together in social housing unit.”

A 125::8 Household group

ASEh A A g

To relieve financial burdens

due to affordable rent

/ﬁ\ﬁﬁd\.‘.‘ﬂ Household group

(rﬁEfEZIS%%BEUEEEEEZﬁE P REA R FIAEREF
BEFN HEFERBAFEERADZ FEEHE
Lot THEMBE R IEMIERETERR S EEMR
— (B -EMAE BT HEERBELERRE—
M BE BRI ~ AN AR IR o )

“To empower the telants to support each other
through their capacity, and network building to
gd uce the social isolation.”

W it T/)v48 Social Worker Group

e D

T B 47 4 55 PEE 055 > R i 7 W PR P » 75 DG
ALLEEZZM - AW AL, .. ([EREREE

“To facilitate mutual help.”

l [t B —EFT 22 3% B 2 A — B 75
BREBEVE MHRIRTLL. . FE 20 = R 7
GRUCINE > TS FRER T REUVIAR > [RIEES T

FERIN AEERE A D D IRE R

“Difficulties in getting along with others
and some squabbles may occur.”

J/

/ﬁ\ {£5/\48 Household group




¥ Suggestions

R EEUE R BAIRIAZ F LU N & B E HE

Streamline the procedure of handling individual
owner units to increase the number of social housing

Rt HEEAEERERMRREELR

Improve the cohousing design of transitional housing with
consideration of the privacy and living habits of the households

EFE AR IRF ARG & BERFBAVER

Consider the extension of tenancy period to satisfy the needs of
grassroots households when the average waiting time for public
rental housing has increased

BRI EEENRS WEER BRI B EBEENTEER

Establish regular social services in transitional social
housing to support the households in establishing
mutual help network and developing social capital

IS EEERN TN AtR BFAER,
EEAERFDE RS EKE
Strengthen the role of the intermediary
in consolidating the experience of
different housing projects, engaging
different stakeholders and providing
supports for operators, etc




RIS HSEERE .
Acknowledgement of All Service Operators
(MBI E S F B AR The list of operators presents in alphabetical order)

s 000 . —

AKA b1 REBT SHBREEE |& JEHAER S 7 E @
HEER BAPTIST Ol KWAN SOCIAL SERVICE I Christian Concern For The Homeless Association
Social Service

»..‘ EERRBEEELERBEN
.w‘.,‘ Evangelical Lutheran Church
e Social Service - Hong Kong

SN\ AT R R R (/RN

2] KWUN TONG METHODIST SOCIAL SERVICE

2R EEHRE

HEHMESRRAT

% %e Suﬁy of %\abilginn E 1: ﬁ ﬁ

Crime Prevention, Hong Kong YAN Ol TONG

H1EEELZE 1S

COMMUNITY HOUSING MOVEMENT

Q EEWFE T30 EBAESIE505E
Room 505, 5/F, Harcourt House, 39 Gloucester Rd, Wan Chai, Hong Kong.

HFEELIAHEANGBEAERRSA

HONG KONG SHENG KUNG HUI WELFARE COUNCIL LIMITED

€ 35967128 €= 36115379

W4 housing@hkcss.org.hk

@ https://communityhousing.hkcss.org.hk

WMNEES|BHZ ) MBFREER - :55IBAH ERoPlease quote the original source if you need to cite the figures in this leaflet.

MAFEEE L1t EERE  s5 R ME4EPlease contact us for more social housing information.




