Hong Kong
Poverty Situation
Report 2018

Government of the
Hong Kong
Special Administrative Region






Hong Kong
Poverty Situation
Report 2018

Government of the
Hong Kong
Special Administrative Region

Office of the

Government Economist Census and Statistics
Financial Secretary’s Office Department

December 2019






Hong Kong Poverty Situation Report 2018
Table of Contents

Table of Contents

Page
Table of Contents [
List of Figures ii
List of Tables Vi
Executive Summary vii
Chapter 1: Introduction 1
1.1 Guiding Principles of the Government in Regard to 1
Poverty Alleviation
1.11 The “Poverty Line” and the Poverty Situation Report 1
1.1 Key Poverty Alleviation Efforts after Setting the 2
Poverty Line
1.1V Related Studies under the Poverty Line Framework 7
1.V Structure of Poverty Situation Report 9
Chapter 2: Poverty Situation and Its Trend from 2009 to 2018 12
2.1 Major Factors Affecting Poverty Statistics 12
2.11 Household Income Distribution 17
2.111 The Poverty Line 20
2.1V Poverty Situation and Policy Effectiveness in Poverty 21
Alleviation
2.V Poverty Statistics by Age Group and Gender 32
2.VI Poverty Statistics by Age of Household Head 34
2.VII Poverty Situation after Taking into Account Non- 36
Recurrent Cash or In-kind Benefits
2.VIIl  Key Observations 61
Box 2.1 Support to Poor Households through Direct Payment 40
In-Kind for Expenses Provided by Non-household
Members
Box 2.2 Poverty Situation of the Elderly 44
Box 2.3 Youth Poverty Situation 53
Chapter 3: Further Analysis of the 2018 Poverty Situation 66
3.1 Poverty Situation by Selected Household Group 67
3.1 Analysis of the Risk of Poverty by Characteristic of 79
Selected Household Groups
3.1 Poverty Situation by District 94
3.1V Key Observations 98
3.V A Synopsis of Poverty Situation after Recurrent Cash 105
Intervention by Selected Household Group
3.VI A Synopsis of Poverty Situation after Recurrent Cash 121

Intervention by District Council District




Hong Kong Poverty Situation Report 2018
Table of Contents

Box 3.1 Poverty Situation of Single-Parent and New-Arrival
Households

Box 3.2 Poverty Situation of Non-CSSA Working Households

Box 3.3 Poverty Situation of Working Persons with Post-
secondary Educational Attainment

Box 3.4 The Situation of “At-risk-of-poverty” Households

Chapter 4: Policy Implications

Appendices

1 Poverty Line and Its Analytical Framework

2 Quantitative Indicators of the Poverty Line

3 Policy Intervention - Coverage, Estimation and Limitations

4 In-kind Transfer from Provision of Public Rental Housing -
Estimation and Limitations

5 Statistical Appendix

Glossary

Abbreviations
References

Page

70

84
89

101

139

144
152
153
158

160

227
233
234




Hong Kong Poverty Situation Report 2018
List of Figures

List of Figures

Figure 2.1
Figure 2.2
Figure 2.3
Figure 2.4
Figure 2.5
Figure 2.6
Figure 2.7

Figure 2.8
Figure 2.9
Figure 2.10
Figure 2.11

Figure 2.12
Figure 2.13

Figure 2.14
Figure 2.15
Figure 2.16
Figure 2.17

Figure 2.18
Figure 2.19
Figure 2.20

Figure 2.21
Figure 2.22

Figure 2.23
Figure 2.24

Labour market situation: unemployment rate, wages and
average employment earnings

Recurrent government expenditure on social welfare, 2009/10-
2019/20

Elderly population and number of economically inactive
households, 2009-2018

Elderly labour force participation rate and number of working
elders, 2009-2018

Average household size of overall households and the share of
small households, 2009-2018

Key statistics of household income before policy intervention,
2009-2018

Pre-intervention household income distribution by whether
receiving recurrent cash benefits, 2018

Pre- and post-intervention household income distribution, 2018
Poverty lines by household size, 2009-2018
Poor population and poverty rate, 2009-2018

Effectiveness of recurrent cash benefits in poverty alleviation,
2009-2018

Poverty gaps, 2009-2018

Poor population and poverty rate by economic characteristic of
households, 2009-2018

Annual total poverty gap by economic characteristic of
households, 2009-2018

Ratio of potential reduction in post-intervention poverty rate
offset by factors of age structure and household size

Effectiveness of selected recurrent cash benefits in poverty
alleviation, 2017-2018

Effectiveness of selected recurrent cash benefits in poverty
alleviation on children, 2017-2018

Poor population and poverty rate by age, 2009-2018
Poor population and poverty rate by gender, 2009-2018

Poor population and poverty rate by age of household head,
2009-2018

Poor population and poverty rate after taking into account non-
recurrent cash or in-kind benefits, 2009-2018

Effectiveness of selected cash benefits and PRH provision in
poverty alleviation, 2018

Poor population and poverty rate of the elderly, 2009-2018

Poor elders by whether receiving CSSA and economic activity
status, 2018

Page
13

14
15
16
17
18
19

20
21
23
24

25
26

27
29
30
32

33
34
35

37
39

44
45




Hong Kong Poverty Situation Report 2018
List of Figures

Page

Figure 2.25  Elders by social security coverage, 2014-2018 46

Figure 2.26  Effectiveness of selected recurrent cash benefits and PRH 47
provision in poverty alleviation on elders, 2017-2018

Figure 2.27  Poor elders living in non-CSSA households by social security 48
coverage and housing type, 2018

Figure 2.28  Poor elders residing in non-CSSA households by housing type 49
and whether owning property of certain value, 2018

Figure 2.29  Selected characteristics of “income-poor, owning property of 50
certain value” elders, 2018

Figure 2.30  Poor population and poverty rate of youth, 2009-2018 53

Figure 2.31  Poverty rate by age, 2018 54

Figure 2.32  Poverty alleviation impact of selected recurrent cash benefitson 55
youths, 2015-2018

Figure 2.33  The number of beneficiaries of assistance programmes for post- 56
secondary students aged 18-24 and the share, 2015-2018

Figure 2.34  Household characteristics of poor youths, 2018 57

Figure 2.35  Poor youths by age and economic activity status, 2018 57

Figure 3.1 Selected household groups by socio-economic and housing 66
characteristic and age of household head under the analytical
framework

Figure 3.2 Poverty rate and poor population by selected socio-economic 67
group, 2018

Figure 3.3 Poor population and poverty rate of single-parent households, 71
2009-2018

Figure 3.4 Poverty alleviation effectiveness of selected recurrent cash 71
benefits on single-parent and new-arrival households, 2018

Figure 3.5 Poor population and poverty rate of new-arrival households, 72
2009-2018

Figure 3.6 Selected characteristics of single-parent and new-arrival poor 73
households, 2018

Figure 3.7 Selected characteristics of single-parent and new-arrival 74
working poor members, 2018

Figure 3.8 Poverty rate and poor population by housing type, 2018 76

Figure 3.9 Selected socio-economic characteristics of poor households by 77
housing type, 2018

Figure 3.10  Poverty rate and poor population by age of household head, 78
2018

Figure 3.11  The higher the proportion of full-time workers, the lower the 79
poverty rate

Figure 3.12  Household groups with higher proportions of higher-skilled 80
workers among employed persons have lower poverty rates

Figure 3.13  Proportion of dependants and economically inactive members 81

in poor households




Hong Kong Poverty Situation Report 2018
List of Figures

Figure 3.14
Figure 3.15
Figure 3.16
Figure 3.17

Figure 3.18

Figure 3.19
Figure 3.20
Figure 3.21

Figure 3.22

Figure 3.23

Figure 3.24
Figure 3.25
Figure A.1
Figure A.2

Figure A.3

Household groups with higher proportions of children and
elders have higher poverty rate

Recurrent cash benefits play an important role in reducing
poverty risk

Poor population and poverty rate of non-CSSA working
households, 2009-2018

Selected socio-economic characteristics of poor households,
2018

Selected characteristics of non-CSSA working poor households
meeting the income and working hour requirements for
applying for WFA by whether receiving the allowance, 2018
Overall population and working poor population by educational
attainment, 2018

Poverty rate by selected household group and working person
group, 2018

Population and poverty rate of working poor with PSEA, 2009-
2018

Distribution of monthly working hours and employment
earnings of working poor with PSEA and overall working poor,
2018

Poverty rate and poor population by District Council district,
2018

Poverty map by District Council district, 2018
At-risk-of-poverty rate and poverty rate, 2009-2018

Poverty lines by household size, 2009-2018

Schematic representation of pre- and post-intervention
household income

Schematic representation of the poverty line and its analytical
framework

Page
82

83
84
85

87

89
90
90

93

94

95
102
144
146

148




Hong Kong Poverty Situation Report 2018
List of Tables

List of Tables

Table 2.1

Table 2.2

Table 2.3

Table 2.4

Table 2.5

Table 2.6

Table 2.7
Table 3.1

Table 3.2
Table 3.3

Table 3.4

Table 3.5

Table 3.6

Table 3.7

Table 3.8

Table 3.9

Table A.1

Table A.2
Table A.3

Decomposition of changes in the poverty rate, 2009-2018

The number of PRH households, the average monthly welfare
transfer per PRH household and the Private Domestic Rental
Index, 2009 and 2018

Estimated transfer and standalone poverty alleviation impact
by selected policy item, 2018

Poor households receiving DPIK by selected characteristic,
2018

Number of poor households receiving DPIK and the average
amount involved by item, 2018

Poor households receiving DPIK with actual living standard
up to or above the poverty line by selected characteristic, 2018

Individual characteristics of poor youths by age, 2018

CSSA poor households by selected socio-economic group,
2018

Non-CSSA working households by social characteristic, 2018
Poverty alleviation effectiveness of WFA for selected
household groups, 2018

Selected socio-economic characteristics of working poor with
PSEA and overall working poor, 2018

Poverty rates and their changes by selected District Council
district, 2018

Selected socio-economic characteristics of districts with
higher-than-overall poverty rates, 2018

Selected percentages of the median household income before
policy intervention by household size, 2018

Number of at-risk-of-poverty households and population
therein before and after policy intervention, 2017-2018
Comparison of households with incomes between 50% and
60% of the median and poor households in terms of selected
socio-economic characteristics before policy intervention,
2018

Five selected key household characteristics for focused
analysis under the analytical framework

Quantitative indicators of the poverty line

Detailed coverage of policy measures recommended by CoP

Page

38

39
41
42
43

59
69

86
86

92
96
97
101
102

104

149

152
155

Vi



Hong Kong Poverty Situation Report 2018
Executive Summary

Executive Summary

Introduction

ES.1

ES.2

ES.3

The Government of the Hong Kong Special Administrative Region attaches great
importance to the monitoring of poverty situation and poverty alleviation work in
Hong Kong. The Commission on Poverty (CoP) was reinstated by the
Government in December 2012 and the first-term and the second-term CoP
worked closely with the Government in the implementation of various measures
to alleviate poverty and provide support for the disadvantaged over the past years.
The third-term CoP comprises members from different sectors, and an ethnic
minority was appointed as member for the first time. CoP will continue to
monitor Hong Kong’s poverty situation and take forward the work of the
Community Care Fund (CCF) Task Force and the Social Innovation and
Entrepreneurship Development Fund Task Force.

The poverty line analysis helps the Government better understand the forms of
poverty and monitor the poverty situation in Hong Kong, and also identify needy
groups. The Government has been increasing the resources dedicated to
improving people’s livelihood, alleviating poverty and supporting the
disadvantaged over the past few years. A series of measures covering a wide
range of areas were introduced to benefit various needy groups, fully
demonstrating the Government’s continued commitment to policy initiatives on
livelihood. For recurrent cash benefits, the Government implemented in June
2018 the Higher OIld Age Living Allowance (OALA), about one-third higher
than the amount for Normal OALA, for eligible elderly persons with more
financial needs. Moreover, the enhancements of the Low-income Working
Family Allowance, renamed as the Working Family Allowance (WFA), were
launched on 1 April 2018 to benefit more working families.

Apart from providing direct cash assistance, the Government has also
implemented a series of other measures to alleviate poverty and support the
disadvantaged. These measures involve substantial public resources and have
broad coverage in terms of the number of beneficiaries. After iterative
discussions, nevertheless, all three terms of CoP considered that poverty
statistics used for core analysis under the current poverty line analytical
framework should not be altered, i.e. it should only take into account the effect
of the Government’s recurrent cash intervention, so as to avoid public
misunderstanding of the Government’s intention to downplay the poverty
situation by modifying the original assessment methodology and analysis of
poverty statistics. Hence, the poverty alleviation impact of one-off measures or
in-kind assistance, including the one-off relief measures announced in the
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ES.5

Budget, the strengthened assistance provided to grassroots families through
CCF, and the provision of public rental housing (PRH) as a recurrent in-kind
measure that carried the largest poverty alleviation impact, are not covered in
the main poverty statistics but are presented as supplementary information.
Hence, it must be borne in mind this structural limitation when interpreting the
existing poverty statistics.

In addition, some non-means-tested universal measures not covered in the
poverty line analytical framework (such as the Public Transport Fare
Concession Scheme for the Elderly and Eligible Persons with Disabilities, the
Elderly Health Care Voucher Scheme, and the Non-means-tested Subsidy
Scheme for Self-financing Undergraduate Studies in Hong Kong) have also
helped increase the disposable economic resources of needy households,
thereby improving their living standard. In sum, when interpreting poverty data,
it is necessary to consider the assistance provided by other measures for
households with financial needs, in order to have an objective and
comprehensive understanding of Hong Kong’s poverty situation. In other
words, the positive impacts of a host of Government’s measures to alleviate
poverty and relieve people’s burden are not fully reflected in current poverty
statistics.

As in the previous Poverty Situation Reports, this Report continues to analyse
poverty statistics by socio-economic characteristic, type of housing, age of
household head and district of households, and provides an update on the impact
of such factors as the population age structure and the dwindling household size
on the latest poverty rate movements. Apart from the above, this Report
features, in Box 2.1 and Box 2.3 respectively, new analyses on the effect of
direct payment in-kind (DPIK) for expenses from non-household members on
improving the living standard of poor households and the youth poverty
situation.

Poverty Situation and Its Trend from 2009 to 2018

ES.6

Under the current poverty line analytical framework that defines poverty by
household income, poverty statistics will be affected by various factors. The
Hong Kong economy continued to expand in 2018, recording an annual growth
of 3.0%, which was above the trend growth rate in the past decade. Yet, growth
momentum moderated visibly in the second half of the year amid rising trade
tensions between the US and the Mainland. Notwithstanding this, the labour
market tightened further during the year. Total employment rose notably and
earnings of grassroots workers showed sustained improvement. As the
Government implemented two major poverty alleviation initiatives (i.e. Higher
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ES.8

ES.9

OALA and WFA) in 2018, the overall poverty alleviation effectiveness
strengthened over the previous year. Yet, given the accelerated population
ageing and that most retired elderly households do not receive employment
earnings (though some may possess assets and savings which are difficult to be
taken into account under the existing analytical framework based on income
poverty), together with the visible uplifts in most poverty lines in 2018 (ranging
from 2.6% to 9.7%), the overall poverty indicators still went up in 2018.

The numbers of poor households, the sizes of the poor population and the
poverty rates before and after policy intervention in 2018 were as follows:

»  Before policy intervention: 0.613 million households, 1.406 million
persons and 20.4%;

»  After policy intervention

(recurrent cash): 0.435 million households, 1.024 million persons and
14.9%;

(recurrent + non-recurrent cash): 0.385 million households, 0.913
million persons and 13.3%; and

(recurrent cash + in-kind): 0.316 million households, 0.730 million
persons and 10.6%.

In 2018, both the pre- and post-intervention (recurrent cash) overall poor
population and poverty rates were higher than those in 2017. Analysed by
economic characteristic, however, the poverty situation of economically active
households had improved after policy intervention, in particular, the poverty
rate of working households fell to a low level. Improvements were also seen in
household groups with a higher proportion of working households, such as
with-children households and new-arrival households. This observation
reflects the significance of employment in poverty risk reduction. Yet, the
proportion of economically inactive households had kept increasing in tandem
with an ageing population and their poverty rate was much higher than that of
economically active households. As a result, the visible increases in the post-
intervention poverty rate and poor population of these economically inactive
households completely offset the positive impact brought about by the
improved poverty situation of economically active households.

In 2018, a comparison between the pre- and post-intervention poverty statistics
showed that the recurrent cash benefits lifted 0.38 million persons out of
poverty, and brought down the poverty rate by as much as 5.5 percentage
points, which was 0.1 percentage point more than that in 2017. The reduction
was the largest recorded since the announcement of the poverty line, mainly
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ES.10

ES.11

ES.12

attributable to the greater poverty alleviation effects of WFA and OALA. This
shows that the Government’s efforts in poverty alleviation were targeted in
nature and quite effective in recent years. WFA, amongst others, lifted some
42 000 persons out of poverty, with the poverty rate reduced by 0.6 percentage
point, yielding visibly greater impact on poverty alleviation. Meanwhile, the
enhanced OALA lifted nearly 0.15 million persons out of poverty and reduced
the overall poverty rate by 2.1 percentage points, showing a slight improvement
in its effectiveness compared with the previous year. Among various recurrent
cash benefits, the Comprehensive Social Security Assistance (CSSA) remained
the most effective poverty alleviation measure, lifting some 0.163 million
persons out of poverty and reducing the poverty rate by 2.3 percentage points.

Analysed by age, the respective sizes of the poor population and the poverty
rates after recurrent cash intervention in 2018 were as follows:

»  Elders aged 65 and above: 0.360 million persons and 30.9%;
»  Persons aged 18 to 64: 0.494 million persons and 10.5%; and
»  Children aged below 18: 0.170 million persons and 16.8%.

After taking into account recurrent cash benefits, the child poverty rate
decreased notably by 0.7 percentage point compared with 2017 to reach a new
low of 16.8%, mainly due to the implementation of the enhanced WFA. The
poverty situation of persons aged 18 to 64 remained largely stable, but the
poverty rate of youth aged 18 to 29 recorded an increase. Compared with 2015,
most of the increase in poor youth (post-intervention) in 2018 came from
persons aged 18 to 24. These youths were mainly students receiving post-
secondary education. It is noteworthy that, in 2018, 70% of the poor youth
were aged 18 to 24 and the majority of them were in school (including those
who were working and studying at the same time), suggesting that the poverty
situation of youth should be, to a certain extent, transitional in nature.

The elderly poverty rate rebounded from the previous year. It must be pointed
out that with household income being adopted as the sole indicator for measuring
poverty, persons who had “low-income, owning assets of certain value” would
be classified as poor, but since many of them were retired elders, their actual
living standards might be subject to underestimation. This shows that the
analytical framework of the poverty line has certain limitations, and relevant data
should therefore be interpreted with caution. The increased poor elders mainly
resided in elderly households without any pre-intervention income and the
majority of them lived alone. Even with the enhanced OALA, there was still a
gap between their household income and the poverty line.
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ES.14

ES.15

ES.16

In 2018, among the 0.36 million post-intervention poor elders, 89.2%
(0.321 million persons) resided in non-CSSA households. Of the latter, some
24 000 persons (7.3%) had financial needs, a further reduction from the 29 000
persons in the previous year, and also a record low since the availability of
statistics in 2010. Furthermore, over half (58.9% or 0.189 million persons) of
these poor elders resided in owner-occupied mortgage-free housing, which
suggested that they might have certain assets. In an analysis that focused on
the aforementioned 0.189 million poor elders, and based on the value of their
owner-occupied properties, 0.106 million persons were identified as “income-
poor, owning property of certain value”, accounting for about 30% of the
overall poor elderly population.

After recurrent cash intervention, the income of some poor households was still
low and many of them had assistance from non-household members (such as
family members not living together) who directly paid some of their living
expenses. Such payments were rather considerable when compared to their
monthly household income. In 2018, about 11% of the poor households
(49 000 households) had some of their expenses paid directly by non-household
members, among which nearly 70% were elderly households. Taking into
account the aforementioned payment in-kind for expenses, the actual living
standards of some 22 000 poor households with DPIK and 31 000 poor persons
living therein were at or above the poverty line, i.e. the population living below
the poverty line was estimated to be about one million in 2018, accounting for
14.4% of the total population.

Analysed by age of household head, the 2018 poverty situation and trend of
these two groups were broadly similar to those of their corresponding age
groups after policy intervention. The respective numbers of poor households,
the sizes of poor population and the poverty rates were as follows:

»  Households with head aged 18 to 64: 0.215 million households, 0.600
million persons and 11.2%; and

»  Households with head aged 65 and above: 0.218 million households,
0.421 million persons and 27.7%.

Analysed by gender, the size of poor population and poverty rate of females
were generally higher than those of males, mainly attributable to a higher
proportion of older retired females residing in economically inactive
households with no employment earnings. In 2018, the sizes of the poor
population and the poverty rates of males and females were as follows:
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»  Males: 0.470 million persons and 14.3%; and

»  Females: 0.555 million persons and 15.4%.

Further Analysis of the 2018 Poverty Situation

ES.17

ES.18

ES.19

Analysed by household group in terms of socio-economic and housing
characteristics, as well as the age of household head, the post-intervention
poverty rates of unemployed, economically inactive and elderly households
were the highest three (70.5%, 59.8% and 48.9% respectively) in 2018. The
corresponding poverty rate of working households (8.0%) was far lower than
the overall average (14.9%), demonstrating that employment is the best way to
prevent poverty. Household groups with higher proportions of working
population and higher skill levels among employed persons generally tended to
benefit more from favourable labour market conditions, and had relatively
lower poverty rates compared with other groups. This once again signifies the
importance of employment and skills upgrading in poverty alleviation and
prevention.

On the other hand, families with a higher dependency ratio were generally at
higher poverty risk. Take single-parent and new-arrival households as
examples, their child dependency ratios were 898 and 451 respectively, much
higher than the corresponding ratio of the overall households (215).
Notwithstanding some gradual improvements over the years, the post-
intervention poverty rates of these two household groups (35.0% and 27.5%
respectively) were still significantly higher than that of the overall average.
Given that single-parent poor households had underage children to take care of,
more than six-tenths of these households lacked members available for work.
Moreover, while there were more working members in new-arrival poor
households, they were mostly engaged in lower-skilled occupations (89.7%)
with lower household income. Similarly, the poverty rates of elderly
households and households with elderly head were also significantly higher
than the overall average. The fact that these households had more retired
members resulted in a lack of recurrent employment earnings, and hence higher
poverty rates (48.9% and 27.7% respectively in 2018).

Non-CSSA working poor households amounted to some 0.14 million with
persons living therein totalling 0.45 million (accounting for around four-tenths
of total poor population). These households were usually larger in size with
heavy family burden. In 2018, the poverty situation of this group improved
compared with 2017, mainly by virtue of the strengthened poverty alleviation
effects of WFA. As a matter of fact, WFA alone lifted 11 400 non-CSSA
working households in 2018, totalling 42 400 persons therein (including 17 500
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ES.21

ES.22

children) out of poverty, and reduced the poverty rate by 0.7 percentage point,
larger than that in 2017 (0.5 percentage point).

A consolidated analysis on the poverty risk faced by household groups of
various characteristics reveals that the poverty situation of household groups
was affected not only by economic conditions and labour market performance,
but also by the respective social security coverage ratio and the amount of
assistance received. For example, as single-parent households had a higher
take-up rate of CSSA with a higher amount of allowance compared with new-
arrival households, the reduction in poverty rate after policy intervention was
larger for single-parent households. That said, the poverty rate of new-arrival
households fell to a record low in 2018 as they were able to benefit more from
WEFA given the higher proportion of working households among them.

Analysing the poverty situation of working persons by educational attainment
reveals that, on top of employment, enhancing the education level of working
persons helped lower their poverty risk. The poverty rate of the employed was
4.9% in 2018, and that of those with lower secondary education or below was
9.2%, while that of those with upper secondary education was 5.5%. The
poverty rate of working persons with post-secondary educational attainment
was as low as 2.1%, significantly lower than the overall poverty rate. These
higher-educated poor persons accounted for only 3.2% of the overall poor
population. Nearly half of them were youths aged 18 to 29 and their share of
part-timers was higher (39.2%) with low monthly working hours. Furthermore,
as many of them were the sole working member of their households (usually of
larger size), they had to shoulder a heavier family burden.

Analysed by the 18 districts in Hong Kong, it is found that the five districts with
the highest post-intervention poverty rates in 2018 were Kwun Tong, North
district, Sham Shui Po, Yau Tsim Mong and Tuen Mun. This was quite similar
to the situation in 2017. It is worth mentioning that many of the districts facing
a more pronounced poverty situation (such as Yuen Long and Sham Shui Po)
showed appreciable improvements compared with 2009. The improvements
were attributable to the general increases in the proportions of full-timers and
working members engaged in higher-skilled jobs in these districts during the
period, as well as the many targeted recurrent cash policies introduced by the
Government over the past few years. Districts with higher-than-overall poverty
rates generally had lower proportions of working population and higher
proportions of workers engaged in lower-skilled occupations. The child poverty
rates in these districts were also higher than that of the overall. This is consistent
with the analysis in terms of socio-economic characteristics.
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ES.23

ES.24

ES.25

In 2018, after recurrent cash intervention, both the overall poor population
(2.024 million) and poverty rate (14.9%) in Hong Kong were higher than those
in the preceding year. Analysed by economic characteristic, the post-
intervention poverty rate of working households fell to a low level.
Improvements were also seen in household groups with a higher proportion of
working households. When the first official poverty line was announced by the
Government together with the analysis of local poverty situation in 2013, the
low-income working families were identified as the group requiring priority
care. Helping these families has always been one of the key policy objectives
of the current term Government’s poverty alleviation work. Most of these
households are self-reliant and do not receive CSSA. With rather limited
employment earnings from working members, the burden on these households
is heavy, particularly so for those with children to take care of. The
Government’s WFA Scheme is designed with multi-tier cash allowances
(including Child Allowance), which encourages increased and sustained
participation in the labour market by these households, so as to provide focused
support to these households on one hand, and assist the alleviation of inter-
generational poverty on the other.

In 2018, the poverty rate of working households fell to a low of 8.0%. With
higher proportions of working households among them, the poverty situation
of with-children and new-arrival households likewise improved. The child
poverty rate fell markedly by 0.7 percentage point from the preceding year to a
record low of 16.8%. Indeed, the recurrent cash measures in 2018 reduced the
overall poverty rate by 5.5 percentage points, 0.1 percentage point more than
that in 2017, marking a record high since the announcement of the poverty line.
In particular, the poverty alleviation impact of WFA even increased from 0.4
percentage point in 2017 to 0.6 percentage point in 2018.

In the 2019 Policy Address, the Chief Executive proposed a series of measures
to improve people’s livelihood, with a view to further catering for the needs of
children from different backgrounds, encouraging employment and alleviating
inter-generational poverty. Among them, the key recurrent cash measures
include improving the CSSA Scheme, raising all payment rates of WFA
substantially (with the increase in Child Allowance by as much as 40%),
regularising the annual provision of the student grant of $2,500, increasing both
the monthly subsidy rate and subsidy cap of the “Public Transport Fare Subsidy
Scheme”, etc.
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As reflected in the analysis of poverty statistics, employment can significantly
reduce poverty risk. The Government will continue to develop the economy,
provide more quality employment opportunities, and encourage self-reliance and
continued employment. The uprating of the Statutory Minimum Wage by 8.7%
to $37.5 per hour since 1 May 2019 helped improve the earnings of the grassroots
employees. In addition, to further unleash the productivity of the female
workforce, the Chief Executive also proposed to strengthen after-school care
programmes.

While the youth poverty rate was relatively low at 9.3% and the number of poor
youths amounted to some 90 000 only, the youth poverty rate was on the rise
in recent years. The additional poor youths were mainly economically inactive
students. Upon graduation and successful entrance into the labour market,
some of them will likely see an improvement in the poverty situation of their
households. The Government will continue to support the underprivileged
post-secondary students and assist our young generation to better equip
themselves for their future career development in advance.

Population ageing has accelerated markedly in recent years. The number of
economically inactive 1-person and 2-person elderly households, which
typically lack regular income, increased distinctly. The existing poverty line
framework measures poverty solely by household income, and hence, retired
elders would easily be classified as poor. Though the elderly poverty rate
rebounded somewhat in 2018, the various enhancements of OALA that
progressively came into effect in the recent two years have started to yield some
positive results. The ratio of the elderly population covered by the social
security system in 2018 increased by nearly one percentage point over 2016 to
73.0%. Furthermore, many “low-income, owning assets of certain value”
elders may not necessarily have financial needs. The Hong Kong Mortgage
Corporation Limited launched the “HKMC Annuity Plan” in July 2018 and
introduced enhancements in December the same year. Eligible elders can
convert some of their assets into lifetime monthly annuity payments.

Aside from cash subsidy, elders may be more in need of in-kind assistance. The
Government also continues to cater for elders with diverse needs through the
provision of in-kind benefits. To provide more comprehensive services for an
increasing number of elderly, the 2019 Policy Address proposed to increase the
number of service vouchers to 8 000 under the “Pilot Scheme on Community
Care Service Voucher for the Elderly”, in addition to strengthening various
healthcare, rehabilitation and community care services for the elderly. Besides,
there are more and more elders who would opt to stay in the labour market after
retirement, especially those aged 65 to 69. The Government will continue to
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offer holistic support to elderly employment, which not only helps prevent or
alleviate poverty, but also positively affects the personal health of the elderly
by increasing social participation and maintaining cognitive ability, among
others. It could also mitigate the potential impact of population ageing on
future labour supply.

In the past few years, the positive impacts on poverty alleviation brought about
by various factors, including sustained economic growth, favourable
employment situation and the Government’s strengthened efforts in poverty
alleviation, were largely offset by changes in demographic and household
structural factors (such as population ageing and dwindling household size).
The upward pressure on the size of poor population exerted by the acceleration
of population ageing will become increasingly pronounced. In 2019, the local
economy has weakened visibly. The labour market showed signs of easing in
the third quarter of 2019, with possible repercussions on the earnings and
employment prospects for the grassroots. That said, the series of relief
measures introduced by the Government in the second half of 2019, together
with various new poverty alleviation initiatives proposed in the Policy Address,
are expected to bring relief on various social strata. The Government will take
proactive measures to tackle challenges from population ageing on various
fronts, and continue to monitor the poverty situation and its trend in Hong
Kong, with a view to providing appropriate assistance to local grassroots
families to ease their poverty situation and achieve poverty prevention.
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Introduction

Guiding Principles of the Government in Regard to Poverty Alleviation

The Government of the Hong Kong Special Administrative Region attaches
great importance to the poverty situation monitoring and poverty alleviation
work in Hong Kong. The direction of the Government’s poverty alleviation
policy is to encourage and support people capable of working to achieve self-
reliance through employment, while striving to put in place a reasonable and
sustainable social welfare system for rendering appropriate assistance to the
needy. The Government will keep monitoring closely the poverty situation and
its trend in Hong Kong, and adhere to the following principles of governance
philosophy, i.e. “pro-child”, “pro-family”, “pro-work”, “pro-user” and
“embracing public health” to implement policies and measures to alleviate
poverty, relieve people’s burden, care for the elderly and support the
disadvantaged.

The “Poverty Line” and the Poverty Situation Report

The Commission on Poverty (CoP) was reinstated by the Government in
December 2012 to deliberate on various policies and measures in support of the
Government’s poverty alleviation work for achieving the objectives of
preventing and alleviating poverty. One of its foremost tasks was to set a
“poverty line” for Hong Kong. In developing the poverty line framework, the
first-term CoP considered the three primary functions (i.e. to analyse the
poverty situation, to assist in policy formulation and to assess policy
effectiveness) and the five guiding principles (i.e. ready measurability,
international comparability, regular data availability, cost-effectiveness, and
amenability to compilation and interpretation) of setting the poverty line as an
important policy tool, and made due reference to local and international
experience.

Following iterative discussions, CoP eventually agreed that the poverty line
should be based on the concept of “relative poverty” and set at 50% of the
median monthly household income before policy intervention (i.e. before
taxation and social welfare transfer)!. To avoid distortion by the Government’s
measures, the poverty line thresholds are set on the basis of pre-intervention
household income, so as to reflect the situation of households before
undergoing the redistributive measures of the Government. In recent years,
statistics from the poverty line analyses were cited by academia, think tanks

Poverty statistics in this Report cover domestic households only. For details of the poverty line framework,
including its formulation and other particulars, please refer to Appendix 1.
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and social welfare organisations in their studies, indicating that the poverty line
iIs now widely accepted by the community as one of the key statistics for
examining the poverty situation in Hong Kong.

As close partners of the Government in alleviating poverty, the first two terms
of CoP offered constructive advice to the Government, assisting in the
implementation of various measures? to alleviate poverty and support the
disadvantaged. The third-term CoP, comprising members from different
sectors (including the political arena, the business sector, welfare organisations,
the education sector and social entrepreneurship) and an ethnic minority was
appointed as member for the first time. In addition to providing a common
ground for the community to examine the poverty issue in Hong Kong, the
poverty line also helps promote exchange and interaction among the
Government, CoP and various stakeholders on the poverty issue. The third-
term CoP agreed to adhere to the current poverty line analytical framework,
while exploring feasible enhancement measures, with a view to further
deepening the analysis of the poverty situation in Hong Kong. For example,
the latest Hong Kong Poverty Situation Report 2018 (the Report) introduces an
additional thematic study on the youth poverty situation (Box 2.3), so as to
address the concerns of some members.

Key Poverty Alleviation Efforts after Setting the Poverty Line

Setting the poverty line helps the Government better understand the forms of
poverty and monitor the poverty situation in Hong Kong, and also identify
needy groups. Since the announcement of the first official poverty line for
Hong Kong by the first-term CoP in September 2013, the Government has been
updating Hong Kong’s poverty statistics annually. A total of five CoP Summits
were held to discuss poverty alleviation strategies with participants from
different sectors. Through the efficient allocation of public resources, and the
efforts of CoP and its two Task Forces (the Community Care Fund (CCF) Task
Force and the Social Innovation and Entrepreneurship Development Fund (SIE
Fund) Task Force), the Government has introduced a series of measures over
the past few years to tackle poverty and support the disadvantaged, covering a
wide range of areas to benefit various needy groups.

Apart from on-going analysis and monitoring of the poverty situation, they also explored measures to support

different underprivileged groups, enhanced the upward mobility of young people, furthered the work of the
Community Care Fund on poverty alleviation, etc. Specifically, the first-term CoP set a poverty line that
suited Hong Kong’s context and offered invaluable advice on the formulation of the Low-income Working
Family Allowance, while the second-term CoP was mainly engaged in enhancing the retirement protection
system in Hong Kong and promoting social innovation.
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1.8

The Government adopts a multi-pronged strategy to address the poverty issue,
with increasing resources dedicated to improving people’s livelihood,
alleviating poverty and supporting the disadvantaged over the past few years.
In 2019/20, the recurrent government expenditure on social welfare is estimated
to be $84.3 billion. It accounts for 19% of the total estimated recurrent
government expenditure and is the second largest item after education.
Compared with 2012/13, the expenditure in this area has registered a
cumulative increase of almost one-fold (97%). In fact, the recurrent
government expenditure on the three major livelihood areas of education, social
welfare, and health is estimated to reach $255.5 billion in 2019/20, which
accounts for almost six-tenths (58%) of the total recurrent government
expenditure, fully demonstrating the Government’s continued commitment to
policy initiatives on livelihood.

Recurrent cash assistance®

Regarding the existing recurrent cash benefits, in June 2018, the Government
launched the Higher Old Age Living Allowance (OALA) for eligible elderly
persons with more financial needs, which is about one-third more than the
amount for Normal OALA*. As at end-September 2019, there were about
555 000 elderly OALA recipients, among whom about 505 000 received
Higher OALA, and about 50 000 received Normal OALA.

The Comprehensive Social Security Assistance (CSSA) Scheme continued to
serve its purposes as the safety net of last resort and to facilitate employment.
As at end-September 2019, there were more than 221 000 CSSA cases
involving about 312 000 recipients. It is worth noting that the Chief Executive’s
2019 Policy Address proposed to implement a host of measures to enhance the
CSSA Scheme, so as to provide further work incentives and support to non-
elderly able-bodied recipients. These measures include raising the maximum
amount of disregarded earnings by 60% from $2,500 to $4,000 per month,
enhancing the CSSA employment support services, extending a range of
supplement and special grants to eligible non-elderly able-bodied recipients,
and increasing the maximum rates of rent allowance by about 3% to 27% with
reference to the number of members in the household. The Government will
seek relevant funding provisions from the Finance Committee of the Legislative
Council to implement these measures.

Under the poverty line framework endorsed by CoP, recurrent cash assistance includes Comprehensive
Social Security Assistance (CSSA), Old Age Living Allowance (OALA), Old Age Allowance (OAA) and
Disability Allowance (DA), etc. Please refer to Appendix 3 for details.

Higher OALA is currently at $3,585 per month, and Normal OALA is currently at $2,675 per month.
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Meanwhile, more support should be given to working poor families not
receiving CSSA as they were shouldering a heavier burden. The improved
Low-income Working Family Allowance (LIFA) Scheme was launched and
renamed as the Working Family Allowance (WFA) Scheme on 1 April 2018 to
benefit more working families. As at end-September 2019, over 56 000
households (more than 188 000 persons, with about 76 000 eligible children)
benefitted from WFA. The total amount of allowances granted was about $1.73
billion. Consequential to the improvements to the CSSA Scheme above, and
with a view to preserving the relativity and balance between the financial
position of WFA households and CSSA households, as well as strengthening
the support to working households in need, the Government proposed in the
Chief Executive’s 2019 Policy Address raising all payment rates of WFA
substantially. The working-hour linked household allowance of the Scheme
will be increased by 16.7% to 25%, and the Child Allowance will be raised
substantially by 40%.

Community Care Fund

1.10  CCF is an integral part of the Government’s poverty alleviation blueprint and

the CCF Task Force is also one of the two Task Forces established under CoP
to serve the functions of plugging gaps in the existing system and implementing
pilot schemes. Since its establishment in 2011, CCF has launched 54 assistance
programmes, which involved over $10.0 billion and benefitted over 1 720 000
cases. Furthermore, 13 of these programmes® have been incorporated into the
Government’s regular assistance programmes, and there is also plan to
incorporate the “Pilot Scheme on Providing Special Subsidy for Persons with
Permanent Stoma from Low-income Families for Purchasing Medical
Consumables” into the Government’s regular assistance programme.

1.11  Tostrengthen support for grassroots families, the CCF Task Force will continue

to roll out more appropriate assistance programmes that cater the needs of

The programmes include: (1) “Subsidy for Needy Patients of Hospital Authority who Marginally Fall
Outside the Samaritan Fund (SF) Safety Net for the Use of SF Subsidised Drugs”; (2) “Financial Assistance
for Non-school-attending Ethnic Minorities and New Arrivals from the Mainland for Taking Language-
related International Public Examinations”; (3) “Subsidy for Non-school-attending Ethnic Minorities and
New Arrivals from the Mainland Participating in Language Courses”; (4) “Subsidy for Comprehensive
Social Security Assistance (CSSA) Recipients who are Owners of Tenants Purchase Scheme flats for Five
Years or Above and Not Eligible for Rent Allowance under the CSSA Scheme”; (5) “Subsidy to Meet Lunch
Expenses at Whole-day Primary Schools for Students from Low-income Families”; (6) “Training Subsidy
for Children from Low-income Families who are on the Waiting List for Subvented Pre-school Rehabilitation
Services”; (7) “Special Subsidy to Persons with Severe Physical Disabilities for Renting Respiratory Support
Medical Equipment”; (8) “Special Subsidy to Persons with Severe Physical Disabilities for Purchasing
Medical Consumables Related to Respiratory Support Medical Equipment”; (9) “Enhancement of the Flat
Rate Grant under the School Textbook Assistance Scheme”; (10) “Enhancement of the Financial Assistance
for Needy Students Pursuing Programmes Below Sub-degree Level”; (11) “Extra Travel Subsidy for Needy
Special School Students”; (12) “Provision of Funding for Ordinary Schools to Arrange Special Educational
Needs Coordinators Pilot Scheme”; and (13) “Dementia Community Support Scheme”.
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different groups. In 2019, CoP endorsed seven new CCF programmes®, and at
the same time extended, expanded or enhanced a number of existing
programmes’. For example, new drugs or medical devices were introduced into
three CCF Medical Assistance Programmes®, and the respective means test
mechanisms® were enhanced to alleviate the financial burden of medical
expenses on patient families. In addition, CoP agreed to streamline the existing
approval process of new drugs/medical devices to the three CCF medical
assistance programmes with a view to providing more timely support for the
needy patients. The streamlined approval process is expected to shorten the
total lead time for the introduction of new drugs/medical devices by at least two
months.

Housing

1.12  The poverty alleviation impact of public rental housing (PRH) is indisputable.

10

Compared with individual cash benefits (e.g. CSSA), PRH provision plays a
more significant role and is more effective in poverty alleviation. To this end,
the Government spares no effort in increasing the supply of public housing?.
As it takes time to identify land for housing development, before we are able to
provide sufficient land in the long term to meet the supply target, the Chief

Including “Pilot Scheme on Subsidy for Conversion of School Premises for Transitional Housing — Lok Sin
Tong Primary School”; “Scheme on Subsidy to Design, Purchase and Construct Modular Housing to
Facilitate the Implementation of the Modular Social Housing Scheme — Yen Chow Street Project”; “Scheme
on Subsidy to Design, Purchase and Construct Modular Housing to Facilitate the Implementation of the
Modular Social Housing Scheme — Sung Wong Toi Road and To Kwa Wan Road Project”; “Scheme on
Subsidy to Design, Purchase and Construct Modular Housing to Facilitate the Implementation of the
Modular Social Housing Scheme — Ying Wa Street Project”; “Digital Terrestrial Television Assistance
Programme”; “Assistance Programme to Improve the Living Environment of Low-income Subdivided Unit
Households”; and “One-off Living Subsidy for Low-income Households Not Living in Public Housing and
Not Receiving CSSA” Programme (2020).

These are programmes that have been implemented, for example “Elderly Dental Assistance Programme”;
“Providing Hostel Subsidy for Needy Undergraduate Students”; and “Increasing the Academic Expenses
Grant under the Financial Assistance Scheme for Post-secondary Students”.

The programmes include: “The First Phase Programme of Medical Assistance Programmes”; “Subsidy for
Eligible Patients to Purchase Ultra-expensive Drugs (Including Those for Treating Uncommon Disorders)”;
and “Subsidy for Eligible Patients of Hospital Authority to Purchase Specified Implantable Medical Devices
for Interventional Procedures”.

CoP endorsed in early 2019 the enhancement of the means test mechanism for CCF medical assistance
programmes. The enhancement measures include modifying the calculation of annual disposable financial
resources for drug subsidy applications by counting only 50% of the patients’ household net assets; and
refining the definition of “household” to cover only the core family members living under the same roof and
having direct financial connection with the patient.

Under the Long Term Housing Strategy, the Government updates the long-term housing demand projection
annually and presents a 10-year housing supply target. According to the housing demand projections in 2018,
the total housing supply target for the ten-year period from 2019/20 to 2028/29 is 450 000 units, 70% of
which (315 000 units in total) are for public housing.
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Executive’s 2019 Policy Address put forward a number of short- and medium-
term support measures®?, to meet the keen housing demands of the public.

Other measures to alleviate poverty and support the disadvantaged

1.13  Inthe meantime, the Government has implemented a series of other measures,

involving substantial public resources and covering considerable number of
beneficiaries, which can also help alleviate poverty and support the
disadvantaged:

(1) Non-recurrent measures: for instance, the one-off relief measures
announced in the Budget, which include providing extra social security
allowance payments, reducing salaries tax and waiving rates*?.

(i) A wide range of services and subsidies: such as the Kindergarten
Education Scheme, the Public Transport Fare Concession Scheme for
the Elderly and Eligible Persons with Disabilities, the Elderly Health
Care Voucher Scheme, and the Non-means-tested Subsidy Scheme for
Self-financing Undergraduate Studies in Hong Kong. Meanwhile,
additional resources have also been allocated to enhance the existing
services, such as after-school care and pre-school rehabilitation services,
to benefit different target recipients.

1.14 It is worth noting that, after iterative discussions, all three terms of CoP

11

12

considered that poverty figures used for core analysis under the current poverty
line analytical framework should not be altered, i.e. it should only take into
account the effect of the Government’s recurrent cash intervention, S0 as to
avoid public misunderstanding of the Government’s intention to downplay the
poverty situation by modifying the original assessment methodology and
analysis of poverty statistics. Therefore, the poverty alleviation impact of some
one-off or in-kind assistance under CCF mentioned above, the one-off Budget

Measures that are relevant to public housing and transitional housing include exploring the feasibility of
redeveloping individual factory estates under the Hong Kong Housing Authority (HA) for public housing
use; HA making active preparations with a view to accelerating the sale of the about 42 000 unsold flats in
the 39 estates under the Tenants Purchase Scheme; putting up as many as 12 000 flats under the Home
Ownership Scheme and Green Form Subsidised Home Ownership Scheme for sale in 2020; further
increasing the quota of the White Form Secondary Market Scheme; requesting the Urban Renewal Authority
to provide more subsidised sale flats and reserving some of the resumed land under the Civil Servants’ Co-
operative Building Society Scheme for public housing development; substantially increasing the number of
transitional housing projects and increasing the provision set aside by the Government for transitional
housing to $5 billion, etc.

For example, the Caring and Sharing Scheme announced in the 2018/19 Budget and the one-off cash benefits
announced in the 2019/20 Budget: reducing salaries tax and waiving rates; providing an extra one-month
allowance to recipients of CSSA, OAA, OALA or DA; making similar arrangements for recipients of WFA
and Work Incentive Transport Subsidy; providing to each student in need a one-off grant of $2,500; and
paying the examination fees for school candidates sitting for the 2020 Hong Kong Diploma of Secondary
Education Examination.
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measures to alleviate poverty and support the disadvantaged, or even welfare
transfer to PRH households as a recurrent in-kind measure that carried the
largest poverty alleviation impact, are not covered in the main poverty statistics
set out in Chapters 2 and 3. Instead, the impacts of these measures are
presented as supplementary information for reference only. In addition, as
listed in paragraph 1.13(ii), some non-means-tested universal measures are not
covered in the poverty line analytical framework, but have helped increase the
disposable economic resources of needy households, thereby improving their
living standard. Hence, it must be borne in mind this structural limitation when
interpreting the existing poverty statistics.

Moreover, many dedicated individuals from different sectors of the community
have been helping the underprivileged through various channels, and the
business sector is one of the major participants and contributors. In view of
this, the Government has been vigorously promoting tripartite partnership
among the community, the business sector and the Government, with CoP
serving as a main platform to mobilise different sectors of the community to
play a part in poverty alleviation, and identify sustainable solutions by making
good use of market and corporate resources, as well as applying new ideas and
service models. In this respect, the SIE Fund of CoP continues to connect
different sectors of the community, including businesses, non-governmental
organisations, academics and philanthropies to create social impact through
innovative solutions that address poverty and social exclusion. As at end-
September 2019, the SIE Fund has funded 193 projects of diverse service nature
including healthcare, diet, living, transport, education and learning, job
training, job opportunities, community participation, etc. benefitting about
180 000 persons from different social groups, including children and youth,
elderly, ethnic minorities, persons with disabilities and low-income families.
Moreover, the SIE Fund has been working to advance the concept of Creating
Shared Value in recent years. Forums, visits, workshops and coaching sessions
were organised to assist corporations in addressing social needs with innovative
ideas and helping the underprivileged while pursuing their business interests.

Related Studies under the Poverty Line Framework

The Government will continue to monitor the poverty situation in Hong Kong
and to evaluate the effectiveness of selected poverty alleviation policies. In
addition to updating the statistics pertaining to the official poverty line, the
Government has also conducted further studies to supplement the poverty line
analysis. The 2018 Report includes the following supplementary analyses:
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(iv)

(v)

Poverty situation by age of household head: apart from analysing
households by economic characteristic, this Report continues to adopt
the recommendation of Professor Richard Wong Yue-chim to compile
poverty statistics by age group of household head. This will enable
further understanding of the situation and forms of poverty of households
with working-age head (aged 18 to 64) and elderly head, resulting in an
enriched poverty line analysis (Sections 2.VI and 3.1(c)).

Analysis of the impact of demographic factors on the trend of the
poverty rate: this Report continues to apply the methodology adopted
in Professor Paul Yip Siu-fai’s study to decompose the impact of various
factors on the trend of the poverty rate from 2009 to 2018 by quantifying
the extent to which demographic factors (including changes in the age
structure and dwindling household size) have partly offset the poverty
alleviation effect brought about by sustained economic growth and the
Government’s measures (Section 2.1V(c)).

Working poor population with higher educational attainment:
although the poverty rate of working persons with higher educational
attainment stayed at a low level, which was far below the overall figure,
the relevant number of poor people and poverty rate both rose somewhat
in recent years. Hence, this Report provides a focused analysis of this
group of people, including the poverty trend, the household and
individual characteristics by socio-economic attribute, as well as the
causes of poverty (Box 3.3).

Supplementary poverty lines: for the purpose of monitoring the
circumstances of households with income below 60% of the median
household income (i.e. “At-risk-of-poverty” households), this Report
continues to provide an updated analysis of relevant households and
persons living therein including a brief account of the socio-economic
characteristics of households with income slightly above the poverty line
and a comparison with households currently living below the poverty
line (Box 3.4).

Identification of “income-poor, owning property of certain value”
elders: measuring poverty solely by household income would
unavoidably include retired persons with some assets (such as savings,
stocks and properties), thereby possibly overestimating the number of
elderly people that need help. As such, the thematic study regarding the
poverty situation of the elderly particularly focuses on the poor elders
residing in owner-occupied housing without mortgages and loans.
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“Income-poor, owning property of certain value” elders could then be
identified with reference to the value of their owner-occupied properties,
which will, to a certain extent, make up for the current analytical
framework’s limitation of not taking assets into account (Box 2.2).

(vi) Poverty situation of youth: apart from analysing the poverty situation
of youth households, the Report introduces an additional thematic study
regarding youth aged 18 to 29 living in poverty by examining their
poverty situation and its trend from 2009 to 2018, as well as analysing
their household and individual characteristics, to shed light on the forms
and causes of youth poverty (Box 2.3).

(vii) Direct payment in-kind (DPIK) for expenses provided by non-
household members: currently, household income only takes into
account total cash income of all household members, including regular
cash income provided by non-household members (e.g. relatives not
living together), but excluding expenses directly paid by such non-
household members (e.g. rent, rates and management fee, water,
electricity and gas bills, and salaries of foreign domestic helpers
(FDHSs)). Nevertheless, DPIK can also be viewed as part of the
economic resources of a household, and is important for understanding
the livelihood of the household. Since early 2018, the Census and
Statistics Department (C&SD) has started to collect data on DPIK by
non-household members.  After assessment, such payment was
considered in the analysis of the living standards of poor households
(post-intervention (recurrent cash)) as supplementary information in this
Report (Box 2.1).

Structure of Poverty Situation Report

As in previous years, this year’s Report quantifies the poverty situation in Hong
Kong under the poverty line framework (please refer to Appendix 1 for details),
and analyses the poor population according to the following household
characteristics:
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(1) Social (it) Economic (ii1) Housing (iv) District (v) Age of

household head

= Elderly = Economically | = PRHtenants | = By the 18 |= Elders aged

= Youth inactive = Private District 65 and above

= With children | = Working tenants®3 Council = Persons aged

= CSSA = Unemployed | = Owner- districts 18 to 64

= Single-parent occupierst

= Newe-arrival

1.18  The ensuing three chapters cover the following:

» Chapter 2 analyses the poverty situation in Hong Kong and its trend
from 2009 to 2018, as well as the impact of demographic factors on
the trend of poverty.

» Chapter 3 provides an in-depth analysis of households and people
living below the poverty line before and after policy intervention in
2018, with a breakdown by type of housing, socio-economic
characteristic, age group of household head and district, to shed light
on the forms and causes of poverty.

» Chapter 4 concludes with policy implications based on the report
findings.

1.19 It should be noted that, for measures rolled out in 2018 and thereafter, their
effects will be progressively reflected in the statistics for the subsequent years.
For example, the “HKMC Annuity Plan” was launched in July 2018 and began
making monthly annuity payments to elderly participants at the end of 2018%°.
Its effects will be progressively reflected in the statistics for the subsequent
years. As for WFA and Higher OALA which were launched in April and June
2018 respectively, their full year impacts'® were already reflected in the post-
intervention poverty statistics in 2018. The Chief Executive’s 2019 Policy

13 Refer to domestic households renting and residing in private permanent housing or temporary housing.
Please see Glossary for details.

14 This group can be further divided into two types: with and without mortgages. In this Report, owner-
occupied housing with mortgages refers to such housing with mortgages or loans, while owner-occupied
housing without mortgages refers to such housing without mortgages and loans.

15 The monthly annuity payments made by the Scheme to the majority of insurers since November 2018 have
been reflected in the poverty figures of this Report. Nevertheless, with only one to two months of annuity
payment(s) during the year, the Scheme had no visible impact on the poverty line and overall poverty
statistics for 2018.

16 Although WFA came into effect on 1 April 2018, its claim period covered the previous six months. Hence,
for most households, its full year poverty alleviation impact was already reflected in the poverty statistics in
2018. Likewise, albeit officially launched on 1 June 2018, with the retrospective payment arrangement of
Higher OALA, eligible beneficiaries would receive a lump sum payment in arrears counting from the
effective date (1 May 2017). As such, its full year impact was also reflected in 2018 poverty statistics.
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Address announced in October 2019 also proposed a number of new measures
to alleviate poverty and support the disadvantaged and to improve people’s
livelihood. The key recurrent cash measures, among others, include the
aforementioned improvements measures of CSSA and WFA, regularising the
provision of annual study allowance of $2,500, increasing both the monthly
subsidy rate and subsidy cap of the “Public Transport Fare Subsidy Scheme”,
etc. Depending on the actual implementation date of these initiatives, their
poverty alleviation impacts will be gradually reflected in the poverty statistics
in subsequent years.
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2.1

2.1

(@)
2.2

Poverty Situation and Its Trend from 2009 to 2018

The poverty line framework provides a simple and easy-to-understand
quantitative basis for the Government and the community to grasp the poverty
situation and its trend in Hong Kong, and enables further analysis by a set of
socio-economic characteristics to gauge the forms of poverty among different
groups and identify the groups requiring priority care. This Chapter begins with
an examination of the major factors affecting poverty statistics (i.e. economic
cycles, the Government’s efforts in poverty alleviation, and demographic and
household compositions). Then, based on the 2018 poverty line and statistics
compiled by C&SD, it will review the latest poverty situation and its trend in
Hong Kong, and assess the effectiveness of the Government’s poverty
alleviation measures included in the poverty line framework.

Major Factors Affecting Poverty Statistics
Economic cycles

The Hong Kong economy continued to expand in 2018, recording an annual
growth of 3.0%, which was above the trend growth rate in the past decade. Yet,
growth momentum moderated visibly in the second half of the year amid rising
trade tensions between the US and the Mainland. Notwithstanding this, the
labour market tightened further during the year, with total employment rising
to 3867 000, representing an increase of 1.1% over 2017. Meanwhile, the
overall unemployment rate and that of lower-skilled workers continued to
decline, from 3.1% and 3.4% to 2.8% and 3.0% respectively. Since mid-2011
when the economy had fully recovered from the global financial crisis,
employment conditions had remained generally favourable. As labour demand
was keen, earnings of grassroots workers showed sustained improvement at an
appreciable rate that was not only higher than inflation but also the overall wage
increase (Figure 2.1). The implementation of the Statutory Minimum Wage
(SMW) in 2011 also helped. Generally speaking, the real growth in earnings
of economically active grassroots households amid a tight labour market should
help forestall their poverty risk.
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Figure 2.1: Labour market situation: unemployment rate,
wages and average employment earnings

(@) Unemployment rate (b) Nominal wages and average employment earnings
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Sources:  General Household Survey, Monthly Report on the Consumer Price Index, and Labour Earnings Surwey,
Census and Statistics Department.

Government’s efforts in poverty alleviation

The Government has been increasing its resource allocation to address
livelihood and welfare issues. In 2018, improvement measures have been rolled
out to enhance two major initiatives for poverty alleviation: the Higher OALA
and LIFAY (renamed as WFA). In 2018/19, the recurrent government
expenditure on social welfare increased notably to about $80.0 billion!8,
accounting for some two-tenths (19.8%) of the total recurrent government
expenditure and was the second largest item after education. The amount has
more than doubled when compared with that for 2009/10. In 2019/20, the
recurrent expenditure on social welfare is estimated to grow further to
$84.3 billion (Figure 2.2). This demonstrates the Government’s determination
to tackle poverty and support the disadvantaged. Yet, as mentioned in
Chapter 1, many of such expenditures involve non-recurrent cash or in-kind

The WFA Scheme was implemented on 1 April 2018 to introduce a series of enhancements to the LIFA
Scheme, which included allowing singleton households to apply, relaxing the income limits, allowing
working hours of household members to be aggregated, adding a tier of working hour requirement to allow
eligible households to receive a higher rate of allowance, increasing the allowance rates and adding a 3/4
allowance rate. With these enhancements, WFA had a higher number of beneficiaries and the amount of
subsidies than LIFA. As the claim period of WFA covers the past six calendar months, the claim months of
some beneficiary households covered the period from October to December 2017. Therefore, the effects of
poverty alleviation were partially reflected in the poverty statistics in 2017.

Although the Higher OALA was officially launched on 1 June 2018, it came into effect on 1 May 2017.
Hence, eligible recipients were to be granted a lump-sum payment counted from the aforesaid effective date
under a backdating arrangement. About $4.2 billion of the relevant expenditure incurred in 2018/19 was
retrospective payment.
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benefits and services, and their effects may not be fully reflected in the existing
main analytical framework of the poverty line.

Figure 2.2: Recurrent government expenditure on social welfare,
2009/10-2019/20*
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Financial Services and the Treasury Bureau.

Demographic and household composition factors

Sustained economic growth and strengthened poverty alleviation efforts of the
Government helped stabilise poverty risks. However, as stated in the Hong
Kong Poverty Situation Reports in the past few years, setting the poverty line
thresholds on the basis of household income has its limitations, and poverty
indicators could also be affected by demographic and household composition
factors. Reflecting population ageing in Hong Kong, the number of elderly
population aged 65 and above residing in domestic households'® increased
cumulatively by 346 700 persons or at an average annual rate of 4.0% (38 500
persons) over the past nine years. Their proportion in total population also
increased from 12.5% (817 300 persons) to 16.9% (1 164 100 persons)
(Figure 2.3(a)). The number of local domestic households increased
cumulatively by 274700 or at an average annual rate of 1.3%
(30 500 households) over the period, and the majority of them (89.0% or
244 600 households) were households with elderly members.

The ageing trend accelerated notably in recent years. Compared with 2017, the
size of the elderly population and the number of elderly households rose
distinctly by 48 000 persons and 21 600 households respectively in 2018, both
higher than the average growth over the past decade. Moreover, the number of

19 Unless otherwise specified, population figures in this Report refer to persons in domestic households,
excluding FDHs.
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economically inactive households also increased from 494 800 in 2017 to
514 000 (Figure 2.3(b)), whereas the territory wide demographic dependency
ratio rose from 451 to 462. As retired elders generally have no employment
earnings, their poverty risk is notably higher than that of the overall population
given one limitation of the poverty line that only takes income as the sole
indicator. Inevitably, an ageing population will substantially offset the positive
impacts of favourable economic conditions and the Government’s strengthened
poverty alleviation effort on the overall poor population and the poverty rate
(please refer to paragraphs 2.25 to 2.27 for details).

Figure 2.3: Elderly population and number of economically inactive households,

(a) Elderly population (b) Economically inactive households
jon (' 9 ' Percent (%
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Notes: [] Figures in square brackets denote the size of overall elderly population .
Population figures refer to persons in domestic households, excluding foreign domestic helpers and the institutional population.
Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.
2.6 As the labour market remained tight over the past few years, many elders have

opted to continue working or re-enter the labour market, resulting in a gradual
climb in the elderly labour force participation rate (LFPR) to 11.7% in 2018,
more than double that of 2009. The LFPR of persons aged 65 to 69 even rose
to 24.4% (Figure 2.4(a)), and the number of working persons in this age group
also rose to more than 100 000 persons (101 100 persons) (Figure 2.4(b)).
While a higher share of economically active elders could alleviate somewhat
the pressure exerted by an ageing population on the poverty statistics, retirees
remained as the largest group among the increased elderly population.
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Figure 2.4: Elderly labour force participation rate and number
of working elders, 2009-2018
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General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.

In addition, the growing prevalence of people remaining single, postponing
marriage and getting divorce, as well as a persistently low fertility rate, all
contributed to the continual trend towards smaller household size in Hong
Kong. In recent years, the average household size continued to dwindle (from
2.85 persons in 2009 to 2.68 persons in 2018) while the numbers and
proportions of 1-person and 2-person households kept growing, with an
increase in their share from 42.8% in 2009 to 48.3% in 2018 (Figure 2.5).
Compared with larger households, a relatively greater share of these smaller
households had no or only one working member, particularly so for elders
living alone or with their spouses. As most of them had only little or even no
regular income prior to policy intervention, they were at a higher poverty risk.
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Figure 2.5: Average household size of overall households and the share of
small households, 2009-2018

(a) Average household size of overall households (b) Share of 1-person and 2-person households
within all households
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Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.

2.8 According to C&SD’s population projections?’, the proportion of elders in the
overall population is expected to increase even faster in the coming decade,
from 17.8% in 2018 to 26.4% in 2028, and reach over 30% (31.9%) in 2038.
For a detailed quantitative analysis of the structural factors affecting the long-
term poverty trend, please refer to paragraphs 2.25 to 2.27. Meanwhile, as the
number of “low-income, owning assets of certain value” retired elders who lack
employment earnings is on the rise, the economic difficulties they are facing
may be subject to overestimation. In view of this, the thematic study on elderly
poverty situation (Box 2.2) of this Report has attempted, since last year, to
identify elders who are “income-poor, owning property of certain value” so as
to make up for the limitation of the current analytical framework of not taking
assets into account.

2.11 Household Income Distribution
@) Before policy intervention

2.9 With the labour market in a state of full employment amid continued expansion
of the local economy in 2018, household income growth accelerated noticeably.

20 Figures include persons not living in domestic households (e.g. those living in institutions), and may
therefore differ slightly from those presented in paragraphs 2.4 and 2.5.
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2.10

The pre-intervention?! monthly median household income?? was $27,000, up
by 5.9% over 2017. After netting out inflation, the increase was 3.4% in real
terms. Working households are more likely to benefit from favourable labour
market conditions. On the other hand, the proportion of elderly households
continued to rise. Since these households were mostly economically inactive
and lacked employment earnings, their household incomes were naturally lower
and would hardly enjoy an increase over time. In 2018, the 15th percentile of
the pre-intervention monthly household income was $5,000, held steady over
the past few years (Figure 2.6(a)).

Excluding the structural factor and focusing on the situation of economically
active?® households, their household incomes were generally higher. Compared
with 2017, various percentiles registered significant increases (Figure 2.6(b)).
For instance, the 15th and 25th percentiles rose by 7.1% and 8.1% respectively,
and the median also increased by 6.7%.

Figure 2.6: Key statistics of household income before policy intervention,
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General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.

21  “Pre-intervention monthly household income” refers to the original household income (excluding FDHs)
before policy intervention, i.e. it only includes a household’s own employment earnings and other cash
income, without deducting taxes and excluding cash allowances. For the definitions of different types of
household income, please refer to Appendix 1 and the Glossary.

22 Unless otherwise specified, all household income figures are quoted on a monthly basis and rounded to the
nearest hundred.

23 For economically inactive households and unemployed households of economically active households, their
household incomes generally remain on the low side as members therein are not in employment. Economic
activity status aside, household income is closely related to other socio-economic characteristics of a
household. For instance, the total income of a household with more members is generally higher.
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Impact of recurrent cash measures

Policy intervention covers taxation (including salaries tax, property tax, and
rates and Government rent payable by households), recurrent and non-recurrent
cash measures and means-tested in-kind benefits?*. Recurrent cash benefits
comprise social security payments and other cash allowances (e.g. CSSA,
OALA, WFA, Old Age Allowance (OAA), Disability Allowance (DA) and
education benefits). As most of these measures are designed with means-
testing features, household groups with lower household income usually benefit
the most from them. In contrast, the higher the household income, the lower
the proportion of households benefit from the Government’s recurrent cash
measures (Figure 2.7).

Figure 2.7: Pre-intervention household income distribution
by whether receiving recurrent cash benefits, 2018
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2.12

After policy intervention?®, the number of households in the lowest income
group (i.e. monthly income below $5,000) decreased visibly, while the number
of those with incomes ranging between $5,000 and $30,000 increased markedly
compared with the pre-intervention level. This shows that low-income
households, generally benefitting from the Government’s recurrent cash
measures, enjoyed higher household incomes after policy intervention, and
some of them even moved up to higher income groups. Meanwhile, the number
of households in income groups of $100,000 and above decreased notably

24  Please refer to Appendix 3 for the detailed coverage of the policy measures.

25 Unless otherwise specified, the term “post-intervention” used in the analysis of poverty statistics in
Chapter 2 to Chapter 4 refers to “post-recurrent cash intervention”.
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compared with the pre-intervention level, reflecting the role of Government’s
taxation (in particular salaries tax) in income redistribution (Figure 2.8).

Figure 2.8: Pre- and post-intervention household income distribution, 2018
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The Poverty Line

As mentioned above, household income increased amid favourable economic
and labour market conditions. Against this background, the notable upward
trend of the poverty line thresholds?® (set on the basis of the concept of “relative
poverty”) of 2017 largely continued in 2018. Except for 1-person and 6-person-
and-above households, visible increases were recorded for various household
sizes, ranging from 2.6% to 9.7% (Figure 2.9).

The poverty line for 3-person households remained unchanged in 2017 but
registered a significant increase of 9.7% in 2018, far exceeding inflation over
the same period. This was partly due to the increased proportion of households
with two to three working members. Meanwhile, the 1-person poverty line
remained steady, but the poverty line threshold of 6-person-and-above
households registered a decline. Both instances were related to the proportion
of working members in the households. Half (50.1%) of the 1-person
households were economically inactive households in 2018, broadly similar to
last year’s ratio. It is generally more difficult for these households to benefit

26  There are views that in addition to the poverty line set at 50% of the median household income, multiple
poverty lines should be set, e.g. at 60% of the median, to better examine the situation of households at
different levels of poverty risk. Box 3.4 analyses the situation of at-risk-of-poverty households with incomes
below 60% of the pre-intervention median household income, and their socio-economic characteristics.
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from factors such as a tight labour market and increases in wages. As for 6-
person-and-above households, the proportion of those with three or more
working members fell notably from 51.7% in 2017 to 47.6% in 2018, and the
average number of working members also declined markedly by 0.14 person to
2.54 persons. This would inevitably pose a drag on its overall household
income.

Figure 2.9: Poverty lines by household size, 2009-2018
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Apart from higher employment earnings, ample job opportunities also
contributed to a rise in the average number of working members in certain
household groups, further uplifting the median household income and poverty
line thresholds. For instance, partly because of the increased proportion of
households with two or more working members, the poverty line thresholds of
4-person and 5-person households registered increases of 86.7% and 81.4%
respectively in 2018 as compared with 2009, which far exceeded the growth in
earnings of grassroots workers?’ over the same period.

Poverty Situation and Policy Effectiveness in Poverty Alleviation

In 2018, before policy intervention, the number of overall poor households,
the size of the poor population and the poverty rate were 612 900, 1 406 500
and 20.4% respectively. After policy intervention (recurrent cash), the
corresponding figures were 434 800, 1 024 300 and 14.9% respectively. The
increases in the overall poverty indicators compared with the preceding year

27  Average employment earnings of full-time employees in the lowest three decile groups (excluding FDHs) in
2018 increased by 67.8% compared with 2009.
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mainly reflected the impact of structural factors such as the noticeable uplift in
the poverty line thresholds and a surge in the number of elderly households
caused by population ageing. Nonetheless, the poverty alleviation impact
strengthened to a new high in 2018, with the Government’s recurrent cash
measures reducing the overall poverty rate by 5.5 percentage points. This
mainly reflected that the launch of WFA? and the enhancement of OALA, both
targeted at the underprivileged households, were quite effective in lifting many
of them out of poverty after recurrent cash intervention. In fact, further analysis
shows that the poverty situation of working households (or with-children
households which tended to have a high proportion of working households)
improved notably in 2018, with the poverty rate falling to a low level of 8.0%.
The following paragraphs analyse in detail the poverty situation in 2018 with
reference to the poverty indicators?® under the poverty line framework.

Overall

Before policy intervention, the poverty figures were on the rise over the past
few years due to structural factors, such as changing population age structure
and shrinking household size. This trend continued in 2018. Compared with
2017, the number of poor households, the size of the poor population and the
poverty rate increased by 18 800 (or 3.2%), 29800 (or 2.2%) and 0.3
percentage point 3 respectively.  Nevertheless, with the Government’s
strengthened efforts in poverty alleviation, after policy intervention
(recurrent cash), the overall poverty rate rose by 0.2 percentage point to
14.9%, less than the increase in the pre-intervention poverty rate. The increases
in the number of overall poor households and the size of the poor population
were 15 000 (or 3.6%) and 15 500 (or 1.5%) respectively (Figure 2.10).

28 As at December 2018, the number of children benefitting from WFA rose by 4.4% from a year earlier to
63 100 persons and the monthly rate for each eligible child increased to a maximum of $1,000, which will
further increase to a maximum of $1,400 per month as announced in the Chief Executive’s 2019 Policy
Address.

29 Please refer to Appendix 2 for the definitions of different poverty indicators.

30 The changes in poverty rates in this Report are calculated based on rounded figures.
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General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.

A comparison between the poverty indicators before and after policy
intervention helps assess the effectiveness of the Government’s measures. In
2018, the Government’s recurrent cash benefits lifted 178 100 households and
382 200 persons out of poverty. These figures were higher than those for 2017
(174 200 households and 367 900 persons respectively). Furthermore, the
reduction in poverty rate in 2018 was also significant at 5.5 percentage points
(versus 5.4 percentage points in 2017) (Figure 2.11), the largest since the
compilation of poverty statistics (0.9 percentage point higher compared with
the estimated impact of 4.6 percentage points in 2009).
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Figure 2.11: Effectiveness of recurrent cash benefits in poverty alleviation,

2009-2018
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General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.

As the effectiveness of WFA and OALA in poverty alleviation strengthened in
2018, policy intervention had a more notable effect in narrowing poverty gap3!
compared with the previous year. The post-intervention annual total and
average monthly poverty gaps per household were $22.2 billion and $4,200
respectively (Figure 2.12). Compared with the pre-intervention figures ($44.3
billion per annum and $6,000 per month per household respectively), the post-
intervention total poverty gap narrowed considerably by half or $22.1 billion,
i.e. about $1.3 billion higher than the corresponding figure for 2017. Similarly,
the average monthly poverty gap per household saw a reduction of $1,800 after
policy intervention®, slightly larger than that for 2017 ($1,700). Statistics over
the years show that the poverty gap has been persistently narrowed by the
Government’s recurrent cash measures at an increasing magnitude, which
attests to the effectiveness of the Government’s enhanced efforts in poverty
alleviation through the introduction of various measures.

31 Unlike the poverty incidence and poverty rate which measure the “extent” of poverty, the poverty gap aims
at estimating the “depth” of poverty, i.e. the amount of money theoretically required to pull poor households
back to the level of the poverty line. This poverty indicator, which is commonly used internationally, can
provide a useful reference for monitoring the poverty situation and formulating relevant policies.

32 It should be noted that the total resources dedicated to policy intervention are usually greater than the
reduction in the total poverty gap before and after policy intervention, mainly because non-poor households
also benefit from a considerable number of policy items.
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Figure 2.12: Poverty gaps, 2009-2018

() Annual total gap s (b) Average monthly gap per household
50 (BN : 7000 & _
= Pre-intervention = Pre-intervention
| O Post-intervention (recurrent cash) 44.3 O Post-intervention (recurrent cash)

45

40 |

35 r

30

M 6000 |
p.1*

5,000 r

4,000 3.900%.000
25 ) 2
1| 3.000 |
20 1
15 7 2,000 |
10 H
1,000 K
5 -
0 - 0 =
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Note:  (*) Calculated based on unrounded figures.
Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.
(b) Post-intervention poverty situation of households by economic

2.20

221

characteristic

In 2018, both the pre- and post-intervention overall poverty rates went up,
mainly driven by the surge in the number of economically inactive households
with no recurrent income and higher poverty risk. Nevertheless, a further
analysis of households by economic characteristic shows that the post-
intervention poverty situation of working households actually improved, thanks
to the increase in employment earnings and the enhanced WFA.

Specifically, the pre-intervention poverty situation of economically active
households was similar to that in the previous year but their post-intervention
poverty rate showed some improvement, down by 0.2 percentage point to 8.6%,
same as the record low in 2015 (Figure 2.13). Among them, the poverty rate
of working households (98.6% of the economically active households were
working households) also fell to a low of 8.0%. For household groups with a
higher proportion of working households, such as with-children households and
new-arrival households, their poverty situations likewise improved somewhat,
with their post-intervention poverty rates dipping to new lows of 15.1% and
27.5% respectively.
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Figure 2.13: Poor population and poverty rate by economic characteristic of

households, 2009-2018
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2.22 On the other hand, lacking employment earnings, the poverty rate of
economically inactive households has remained much higher than that of
economically active households over the years. In 2018, their post-intervention
poverty rate rose to 59.8% (Figure 2.13) with a marked increase of
21 300 persons (mostly being elders) in the poor population, more than
offsetting the respective reduction (5900 persons) in economically active
households. The rise in the post-intervention poverty rate (0.5 percentage
point) was higher than that of the pre-intervention (0.2 percentage point),
possibly attributable in part to the continued decline in the number of pre-
intervention poor households in the group receiving CSSA, and in part to the
upward adjustment of the social security payment rates (including CSSA) being
lower than the increase in poverty line thresholds.

2.23  Similarly, the post-intervention poverty rates of household groups with a higher

proportion of economically inactive households (including elderly households
(88.9%) and households with elderly head aged 65 and above (52.8%)) went
up. Meanwhile, the share of economically inactive households in youth
households increased from 12.7% to 13.9%. Notwithstanding the relatively
small number of households and persons involved, the visible deterioration in
their poverty situation for two years in a row warrants attention. For a further
analysis of the elderly and youth poverty situations, please refer to Boxes 2.2
and 2.3 respectively. Chapter 3 will provide an analysis of the poverty
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2.24

situations and characteristics of different socio-economic household groups in
2018.

Moreover, the proportion of economically inactive poor households (before
policy intervention) benefitting from recurrent cash items was still much larger
than that of economically active households. As such, the reduction in poverty
indicators after policy intervention of the former group can better reflect the
effectiveness of the Government’s efforts in poverty alleviation. Specifically,
137 900 persons were lifted out of poverty, with the poverty rate reduced by
16.4 percentage points. Before policy intervention, the annual total poverty gap
for economically inactive households was $30.2 billion (Figure 2.14). After
recurrent cash intervention, the gap was effectively reduced by $15.9 billion (or
71.8% of the total reduction in poverty gap). In contrast, the poverty gap of
economically active households was narrowed by about $6.3 billion.

Figure 2.14: Annual total poverty gap by economic characteristic of households,

2009-2018
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Source:  General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.
(c) Decomposition of changes in the poverty rate, 2009-2018
2.25  The above analysis shows that Hong Kong’s poverty situation is affected by a

number of factors concurrently, and the impacts of some could be partly offset
by one another: on the one hand, the cyclical economic upturn and the
Government’s poverty alleviation measures to support the disadvantaged have
a positive impact on the poverty figures; on the other hand, structural factors
such as population ageing and shrinking household size pose upward pressure

P. 27



Hong Kong Poverty Situation Report 2018
Chapter 2: Poverty Situation and Its Trend from 2009 to 2018

on the poverty indicators. The ensuing paragraphs further quantify the impact
of these factors on the poverty rate movements®.

2.26  Between 2009 and 2018, the pre- and post-intervention overall poverty rates

fell cumulatively by 0.2 and 1.1 percentage point(s) respectively. Both the
changes in age structure and the dwindling household size lifted the overall
poverty rates visibly. Specifically, the combined effect of the changes in age
structure and the dwindling household size should have pushed the pre- and
post-intervention poverty rates up by 1.9 and 1.5 percentage points
respectively, assuming that other factors (as reflected in the age-household size
specific poverty rates) remained unchanged during the period (Table 2.1).

Table 2.1: Decomposition of changes in the poverty rate, 2009-2018

Post-intervention

Poverty rate in 2009 20.6% 16.0%

Poverty rate in 2018 20.4% 14.9%

Changes in the poverty rate between
2009 and 2018

-0.2 percentage point -1.1 percentage points

Decomposition of changes in the poverty rate between 2009 and 2018

A. Age structure +1.2 percentage points +0.9 percentage point

B.

Household size +0.7 percentage point +0.5 percentage point

Sub-total (A +B) +1.9 percentage points +1.5 percentage points

Other factors (e.g., economic and
labour market performance, and
effects of the Government’s efforts
in poverty alleviation)

-2.1 percentage points -2.6 percentage points

Notes: The effects of individual components were computed based on unrounded figures.

The sum of individual items may not add up to the total due to rounding.
Changes in the poverty rate were computed based on rounded figures.

Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.

2.27  After excluding the impact of population ageing and dwindling household size,

33

the combined impact of changes in factors such as the economic and labour
market conditions between 2009 and 2018 would have lowered the pre-
intervention poverty rate by 2.1 percentage points; and when other factors such

To better examine the impact of demographic factors on the poverty rate movements over time, we have
made reference to the study by Professor Paul YIP Siu-fai et al. in 2016 which adopted Das Gupta’s
decomposition method to break down changes in the poverty rate during a period into the following three
components:

Changes in the overall poverty rate during the period =1+ + R

where “I”” is the age structure effect, “J” is the household size effect, and “R” is the age-household size
specific poverty rate effect which is a residual representing all other factors such as the effects of economic
growth and labour market performance, the poverty alleviation impact of government policies. For details
of the estimation methodology, please refer to the technical note at the end of Box 2.5 in the Hong Kong
Poverty Situation Report 2015.
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as the poverty alleviation effects of the Government’s recurrent cash measures
are taken into account, the post-intervention poverty rate would have been
lowered by 2.6 percentage points; such reduction in the poverty rate was
notably larger than that observed under the current framework (1.1 percentage
points). Over the past nine years, nearly six-tenths (57.2%)3* of the potential
reduction in the post-intervention poverty rate was offset by the opposite effects
of factors such as population ageing. This offsetting ratio was not only
considerably higher than that in 2017 (50.6%) but also on the rise
(Figure 2.15). As population ageing is anticipated to accelerate further in the
coming few years, the aforementioned upward pressure would become even
more pronounced.

Figure 2.15: Ratio of potential reduction in post-intervention poverty rate
offset by factors of age structure and household size
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The offsetting ratio is the impact of age structure and household size on poverty rate divided by that of other factors
(including economic and labour market performance, and effects of the Government's effort in poverty alleviation),
ie. (A+B)/Cin Table 2.1.
General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.

Poverty alleviation effectiveness of selected recurrent cash benefits

60

4 50

1{ 40

1 30

1 20

1 10

The Government has been providing assistance to help support the livelihood
of the grassroots through various recurrent cash benefits. In 2018, recurrent
cash policies successfully lifted 178 100 households and 382 200 persons out
The poverty rate was reduced by 5.5 percentage points,
0.1 percentage point higher than that in the previous year (Figure 2.16).

of poverty.

34  The offsetting ratio is (A+B) / C as set out in Table 2.1.
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The enhanced effectiveness in poverty alleviation was mainly attributable to
WFA. Since the implementation of a series of improvement measures, the
number of WFA beneficiaries in terms of both households and persons
continued to increase. In 2018, WFA alone lifted 42 400 persons residing in
11 400 beneficiary households out of poverty and reduced the overall poverty
rate by 0.6 percentage point, yielding a visibly stronger effect compared with
the previous year (0.4 percentage point). Meanwhile, the poverty alleviation
effect of OALA also strengthened slightly, with a total of 64 700 households
and 147 100 persons (including 95 500 elders and 51 700 family members
residing with them) lifted out of poverty. The overall poverty rate was reduced
by 2.1 percentage points accordingly (2.0 percentage points in 2017).

Figure 2.16: Effectiveness of selected recurrent cash benefits in poverty

alleviation, 2017-2018
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Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.

2.30

However, the poverty alleviation effects of the Government’s enhancement
measures and new schemes were partly offset by smaller impacts of other
recurrent cash benefits. Specifically, CSSA remained the most effective
poverty alleviation measure among various recurrent cash benefits in 2018,
lifting 96 300 beneficiary households and 163 000 persons out of poverty and
reducing the poverty rate by 2.3 percentage points. Nevertheless, these figures
were lower than those in 2017 (99 000 beneficiary households, 175 500
persons, and 2.5 percentage points respectively). The effectiveness of CSSA
in poverty alleviation has declined cumulatively by 0.7 percentage point since
2014. One of the main reasons was the persistent downward trend in the
number of CSSA beneficiaries. Also relevant was the adjustments to the rates
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2.32

of allowances according to inflation3®, which were smaller than the rises in most
poverty line thresholds®.

Similarly, there was a slight decline in the effectiveness of education benefits
in poverty alleviation. In 2018, education benefits brought down the poverty
rate by 0.6 percentage point, smaller than those in 2017 (0.7 percentage point)
and 2016 (0.8 percentage point). Yet, education provided by the Government
is a form of welfare/rights for the general public. Providing quality education
to students is a major objective of our education policies. In 2018/19, the
revised budget for total education expenditure is as high as $111.0 billion, with
recurrent expenditure amounting to $85.5 billion. Recurrent expenditure and
student unit costs in all areas of education have increased in recent years.
However, instead of focusing on people in poverty, the resources the
Government allocated for education target all students and benefit them all,
regardless of their family backgrounds. Moreover, the Government’s policy
on student finance aims to ensure no students will be denied access to
education because of lack of means. Against this background, and given that
the core analytical framework of the poverty line only takes into account the
recurrent cash benefits, the Government’s expenditure on education is not
totally reflected in education benefits of this Report and in the poverty statistics.

Focusing our analysis on the target beneficiary groups of individual recurrent
cash benefits, the effectiveness of the poverty alleviation measures was found
to be more prominent, reflecting clearly the targeted nature of their policy
objectives. For example, WFA lifted 17 500 children out of poverty and
lowered its poverty rate significantly by 1.8 percentage points. The reduction
in child poverty rate was 0.7 percentage point higher than that in 2017
(Figure 2.17). On the other hand, OALA, which lowered the elderly poverty
rate by 8.2 percentage points and lifted 95 500 elders out of poverty in 2018,
was the most effective measure in alleviating elderly poverty among all selected
recurrent cash benefits (see Box 2.2).

35 CSSA standard payment rates, including standard rates, supplements and the monthly meal allowance under
the special grants category, are adjusted according to the movements of the Social Security Assistance Index
of Prices (SSAIP).

36 The income thresholds and amounts of various recurrent cash benefits are adjusted in accordance with the
inflation rate. For example, the CSSA standard payment rates and the rates of OALA, OAA and DA were
adjusted (according to SSAIP) upwards by 1.4% in 2018, and the “Adjusted Family Income” thresholds for
determining the eligibility of applicants and the level of subsidy for education assistances were adjusted
(according to the Consumer Price Index (A)) upwards by 1.5% in the 2018/19 academic year. Since the
adjustments were mostly lower than the annual increases of the poverty lines, this would affect the analysis
of poverty alleviation impact as well as the performance of poverty indicators.
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Figure 2.17: Effectiveness of selected recurrent cash benefits in poverty
alleviation on children*, 2017-2018
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General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.

Poverty Statistics by Age Group and Gender

Analysed by age, the post-intervention (recurrent cash) child poverty rate fell

by 0.7

percentage point over 2017 to 16.8% in 2018, the lowest level since the

setting of the poverty line. However, the elderly poverty rate®” increased by 0.4
percentage point to 30.9% (Figure 2.18). As for persons aged 18 to 64, their
poverty situation remained relatively stable. The details are as follows:

>

Children aged below 18: their poverty situation improved visibly. This
was mainly owing to the enhancements to WFA, which had relaxed its
eligibility criteria as well as increased all rates of allowances thereunder
(including the monthly Child Allowance to each eligible child). The
post-intervention child poverty rate in 2018 fell markedly by 0.7
percentage point to a record low of 16.8%. Compared with the previous
year, the number of poor children reduced by 6 500 persons to 170 400
persons. In fact, WFA alone reduced the child poverty rate by 1.8
percentage points, which was notably larger than that of 1.1 percentage
points in the previous year.

Persons aged 18 to 64: their post-intervention poverty rate edged up by
0.1 percentage point to 10.5%. Among them, after policy intervention,

37 It should be noted that the age groups are computed based on the total poor population. Hence, the poor
population aged 65 and above is different from the population in poor elderly households (i.e. households
with all members aged 65 and above).
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the number of poor youth aged 18 to 29 increased by 3 700 persons to
90 100 persons, with the poverty rate up by 0.5 percentage point to 9.3%.
However, the poverty situation of persons aged 30 to 64 showed some
improvements over the same period, with their poor population and
poverty rate falling slightly by 1 600 persons and 0.1 percentage point to
403 700 persons and 10.8% respectively. Box 2.3 provides an in-depth
analysis of youth poverty situation and the characteristics of poor youth.

»  Elders aged 65 and above: in 2018, the number of pre-intervention poor
elders rose by 21 400 persons to 516 600 persons, but their poverty rate
remained at 44.4%. Meanwhile, the elderly poverty rate after recurrent
cash intervention rebounded by 0.4 percentage point to 30.9% compared
with the previous year. This was partly attributable to the increase in
poor elders residing in elderly households without any income (before
policy intervention), of whom nearly 60% of them lived alone. Even if
they choose to apply for the enhanced OALA, there was still a gap
between their household income and the poverty line. Box 2.2 provides
an in-depth analysis of the poverty situation of the elderly.

Figure 2.18: Poor population and poverty rate by age, 2009-2018

Post-intervention
Pre-intervention (recurrent cash)
Poor population (LHS)
Poverty rate (RHS)
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General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.

Analysed by gender, the poverty situations of males and females were
somewhat different. The size of poor population and poverty rate of females
were generally higher than those of males, mainly because more than half
(53.1%) of elders aged 65 and above were females. Compared with males,
there were more older female retirees residing in economically inactive
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households with no employment earnings. It is noteworthy that the proportion
of females receiving social security payments such as CSSA or OALA was
larger than that of males, which was conducive to narrowing the gap between
the male and female post-intervention poverty rates.

2.35 In 2018, the post-intervention poverty situations of both genders were stable in
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general, with the poverty rates of females and males edging up by 0.1 and 0.2
percentage point respectively (Figure 2.19). For males and females alike, the
majority of additional poor population were economically inactive elders.

Figure 2.19: Poor population and poverty rate by gender, 2009-2018
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Pre-intervention (recurrent cash)

Poor population (LHS)
Poverty rate (RHS)

(a) Male (b) Female
Poor population ('000) Powerty rate (%) 30
, {25
L 211 907 20.6 209 211
20.2 - /201 202 206 201 204 206
I 194 189 190 193 191 190 19.2 193 13.7: 1 2%
| 163 16.1 115
156 152 : =+ 156 157 1590 153 153 154
2 147 147 : 0 146 149 15
F . 140 14.1 14.3; 728 744 758
14.0 138 136 1707 701 gg7 698 713 705 7
642 621 gog 614 623 619 622 624 632 648 855 10
i | 11548 15450 5300 542 [ §o1 |53 B27 [940 1946
4961486 114735476 [ 450 | uag | lags| 456 | 1463 470 |
10

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Source:  General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.

2.V1  Poverty Statistics by Age of Household Head?®®

2.36 In 2018, taking poverty rate as the indicator, the poverty situations of

38

households with head aged 18 to 64 before and after policy intervention were
largely similar in comparison to the previous year. As regards households with
head aged 65 and above, their pre-intervention poverty situation remained

Starting from 2016, this Report has adopted the recommendation of Professor Wong Yue-chim to analyse
poverty statistics by age group of household head, which is free from the impact of economic cycles, as
another perspective to illustrate the relationship between economic growth and income poverty. As the
household head is the key decision maker of a family, his / her age is closely related to the economic
characteristics of the household. For the overall households and poor households, those with head aged 18
to 64 mostly have economically active family members, and therefore can usually avoid poverty through
employment. As for households with elderly head aged 65 and above, they are mostly economically inactive
and lack employment earnings, their pre-intervention poverty rate is thus much higher than that of the
preceding group and the overall figure. Please refer to Box 2.4 of the Hong Kong Poverty Situation Report
2015 for a detailed analysis of the poverty situation and trends of households with head in different age
groups, and their relationship with economic cycles as well as their poverty characteristics.
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stable while their post-intervention poverty rate went up (Figure 2.20), rather
similar to the elderly poverty situation:

>

Households with head aged 18 to 64: on the back of persistently
favourable labour market conditions, the poverty rate of this group
hovered at low levels over the past few years. While the pre-intervention
poverty rate edged up to 14.9%, which was slightly higher than that of
2017, the post-intervention (recurrent cash) poverty rate fell to a low
level of 11.2%, mainly due to the implementation of the enhanced WFA.

Households with elderly head aged 65 and above: the pre-intervention
poverty rate of this household group held stable at 39.7%. However, its
post-intervention (recurrent cash) poverty rate increased visibly by
0.4 percentage point from the previous year to 27.7%, partly due to a
decline in the share of CSSA households that weakened the overall
poverty alleviation impact.

Figure 2.20: Poor population and poverty rate by age of household head,

2009-2018
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2.VII

2.37

(@)
2.38

(b)
2.39

Poverty Situation after Taking into Account Non-Recurrent Cash or In-
kind Benefits

Apart from recurrent cash benefits, the Government also provides a range of
non-recurrent cash benefits® every year, such as rates waivers and extra
social security payments, with a view to relieving the financial burden of the
general public. The existing CCF programmes have been constantly enhanced
and new programmes have been launched under CCF so as to assist the
underprivileged and grassroots families. In addition, the Government provides
the grassroots with a number of in-kind benefits, of which means-tested in-
kind benefits such as PRH provision are the most effective in improving the
living standards of grassroots families. These two kinds of benefits involve
substantial resources and their effectiveness in poverty alleviation should not
be overlooked (please refer to Appendix 5 for the detailed poverty statistics).

Non-recurrent cash benefits

In 2018, the intervention of recurrent and non-recurrent cash benefits lifted
227 500 households and 493 900 persons out of poverty. Compared with the
pre-intervention figure, the poverty rate fell by 7.1 percentage points to 13.3%
(Figure 2.21), improved from the 13.9% in 2017. Compared with the poverty
situation after policy intervention (recurrent cash), the non-recurrent cash
measures further lifted 49 400 households (111 700 persons) out of poverty,
lowering the poverty rate by another 1.6 percentage points. The reduction in
poverty rate was 0.8 percentage point higher than that in 2017. This was mainly
attributable to the provision of an additional two months of allowance to
recipients of social security payments by the Government in the 2018/19
financial year, as well as similar arrangements for WFA and Work Incentive
Transport Subsidy (WITS), which paid more than an extra month of allowance
in the preceding year. Meanwhile, a one-off grant of $2,000 was provided to
students receiving CSSA or financial assistance to support learning.

In-kind benefits

In 2018, after recurrent cash and in-kind benefits intervention, the size of the
poor population was 730 200 persons and the poverty rate was 10.6%, inched
up 0.1 percentage point over 2017. The annual movement of poverty rate was
more stable as compared to those constructed based on the other three types of
pre- and post-intervention household incomes under the analytical framework
(Figure 2.21). Compared with the poverty situation after recurrent cash

39 Non-recurrent cash benefits include one-off measures. For the coverage and estimation of the benefits,
please refer to Appendix 3.
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intervention, the incomes of an additional 118 500 households (or 294 000
persons) were lifted to or above the poverty line and the poverty rate was further
reduced by 4.3 percentage points after taking into account PRH provision and
other means-tested in-kind benefits in 2018. The poverty alleviation impact
was slightly higher than that in the previous year partly because the number of
PRH households rose by 11 800 (or 1.5%) in 2018 and the corresponding
welfare transfer to these households recorded increases amid rising private
residential rentals, reflecting the amplified poverty alleviation impact of the
provision of PRH under rising rents.

Figure 2.21: Poor population and poverty rate after taking into account
non-recurrent cash or in-kind benefits, 2009-2018

Poor population ('000)

1600
[ Pre-intervention 1 1 400 %
I &
Post-intervention @ \g N > < < < <&
(R +200 116033 1031 1005 1018 = g7 o906 1009 1024
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937 = 910% J20(10. .9%)e- = = 347 892 T -‘ 2 13?%%/ (1??%%/)
[ (14.8%0) (13 8%) e B05(12. 0%(12:696)13,296) (125" 80/(2)_(13 7%) (13.9%) 0
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200
0

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Poor households ('000) 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Pre-intervention 541 536 530 541 555 555 570 582 504 613

[Post intervention (recurrent cask)_ | _ 408 _ [ 405 | 309 1 403 1 385 [ 3e3 | 3m | 41 | a0 [ a5 |
P
(st Intervestion 361 354 | 281[339] | 3121341 | 333 355 354 387 397 185 ‘
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| |
I(recurreut cash + in-kind) " L ! ! Jl_

Notes: ()  Figures in parentheses denote the corresponding poverty rates.
[1  Figures in square brackets denote the corresponding poverty figures, taking into account non-recurrent cash benefits, with the effect of “Scheme
$6,000” excluded. As “Scheme $6,000” was covered in 2011 and 2012 only, there were no corresponding figures for other years.
Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.

2.40  Further analysis reveals that the average monthly estimated welfare transfer for
6-person-and-above PRH households was $5,600 in 2018, while that for 1-
person households was $2,900 (Table 2.2). It is noteworthy that the amount of
estimated average welfare transfer of PRH provision received by these
households rose by 70.5% compared with 2009. Relative to the significant
increase of 92.2% in rentals for private residential units over the same period,
the methodology adopted to estimate the amount of welfare transfer of PRH
provision is prudent and conservative.
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Table 2.2: The number of PRH households, the average monthly welfare transfer
per PRH household and the Private Domestic Rental Index, 2009 and 2018

Average monthly welfare transfer per PRH household ($)

Private
o o oo
person- Rental
1- 2- 3 4 5 ad Index*  (000)

PErson  person  person  person  person  gphove  Overall

2009 1700 2100 2400 2800 3200 3500 2400 1004 686.2

2018 | 2000 3700 4500 4800 5300 5600 4100 1930 7861
Cumulalive | ocq 775 4g52 4739 +685 4501 4705 4922 +146
change”™ (%)

Notes: (*) Base year: 1999, Index = 100.
(™) Computed based on unrounded figures.
Sources: Rating and Valuation Department; General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.

(c) Effectiveness and cost-effectiveness in poverty alleviation

241 Owing to the income limits for PRH application, PRH provision is a more
targeted relief for poor households. Hence, its effectiveness in poverty
alleviation, at 3.6 percentage points, was higher than that of individual selected
recurrent cash benefits, and even higher than that of CSSA (2.3 percentage
points). On the other hand, non-recurrent cash benefits were relatively less
effective in poverty alleviation, at 0.9 percentage point only (Table 2.3 and
Figure 2.22).

2.42 It should be noted that non-recurrent cash benefits are far less cost-effective in
poverty alleviation than recurrent cash measures. The underlying reason is that
some of the non-recurrent cash measures*® either adopt income thresholds that
are far more lenient than the poverty line or have no income test at all, thus
benefitting relatively more non-poor households. In fact, in 2018, nearly 65%
(64.3%) of the recurrent cash benefits transferred was received by the pre-
intervention poor households, and about 35% (35.7%) of the welfare transfer in
the form of PRH provision was received by the pre-intervention poor
households, far exceeding that of 16.4% of non-recurrent cash benefits.

40 However, programmes funded by CCF aim at assisting people with financial difficulties. It should also be
pointed out that most of the low-income households benefitting from non-recurrent cash items under CCF
programmes were also covered by other measures, resulting in a considerable composite effect of poverty
alleviation.
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Table 2.3: Estimated transfer and standalone poverty alleviation impact by
selected policy item, 2018

Estimated tralr?srgeproerrtll'%n eOJ b Reduction in

Policy item transfer . Joyed by poverty rate

($Bn) pre-intervention (% point(s))

poor households (%) op

Recurrent cash 46.6 64.3 5.5
CSSA 14.9 97.5 2.3
OALA 19.7 50.6 2.1
Education benefits 3.2 56.2 0.6
LIFA/WFA 1.2 715 0.6
OAA 4.2 34.6 0.2
DA 3.3 40.6 0.3
Non-recurrent cash 38.9 16.4 0.9
PRH provision 38.4 35.7 3.6

Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.

Figure 2.22: Effectiveness of selected cash benefits and PRH
provision in poverty alleviation, 2018

0 Population ('000) (Percentage point(s)) 9
500 | ) ) Post-intervention 494
Post-intervention  (recurrent + non- Post-intervention 7 18
450 Reduction in (recurrent cash) recurrent cash*) in-kind: PRH I
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L 45
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250 4 4
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281 gl 36 | {3
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Note: (*) Illustrating the additional poverty alleviation impact (reductions in poor population and poverty rates) of the corresponding non-recurrent measures, such as
the provision of extra two-month allowances for recipients of CSSA, OAA, OALA, DA and LIFA/WFA.
Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.
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Box 2.1

Support to Poor Households through Direct Payment In-Kind for Expenses
Provided by Non-household Members

With changes brought about by time, it has become less common in Hong Kong
for family members of three generations to live under the same roof or even for parents
to live with their adult children. Moreover, the traditional concept of raising children
to ensure old-age support has also changed. In recent years, the proportion of elderly
households (i.e. members of the household are all aged 65 or above) in households with
elders has been rising from 34.0% in 2009 to 39.6% in 2018, indicating an increasing
number of elders not living with their children. Nevertheless, many children still
provided cash or direct payment in-kind (DPIK) for expenses to support their elderly
parents. In 2018, nearly three-tenths of the elderly households (i.e. 105 500 households)
received regular cash contributions from non-household members (the majority of
whom were believed to be not-living-together children), averaging $6,400 per
household per month. It is noteworthy that though the household income under the
existing poverty line analytical framework includes these regular cash contributions, the
material support from not-living-together children to their parents such as DPIK for
rent, salaries of FDHs, and water, electricity and gas bills, are not being reflected in
household income and poverty statistics.

2. Most of the elderly households are economically inactive without employment
earnings. As post-war baby boomers gradually stepping into old age, the ageing trend
of the Hong Kong population has accelerated visibly in recent years. The proportion of
elderly households among overall poor households (before policy intervention)
increased from less than three-tenths (29.3%) in 2009 to nearly four-tenths (39.4%) in
2018. C&SD made use of the General Household Survey (GHS) to collect information
on DPIK provided by non-household members* since early 2018, so as to give a more
comprehensive view of the economic resources of these poor households. This box
article analyses such information, highlighting the impact of DPIK on improving the
living standard of poor households.

Characteristics of poor households receiving DPIK

3. After recurrent cash intervention, over one-tenth of poor households (11.2% or
48 700 households) received DPIK from non-household members. Of these
households, nine-tenths (90.1%) were economically inactive; over eight-tenths (82.1%)
were households with elders; nearly seven-tenths (68.3%) were elderly households, of
which singleton and doubleton households accounted for nearly 45% (43.5%) and one-

41 C&SD has started, since early 2018, to collect via GHS on whether households have any DPIK by non-
household members for some usual and regular expenses, including rent, rates and government rent,
management fee, water, electricity and gas bills, telephone bills, internet fee, emergency alarm system fee,
and salaries of FDHs. The corresponding amounts of the expenditure items are imputed based on other
findings of GHS, administrative records and findings of the Household Expenditure Survey.

P. 40




Hong Kong Poverty Situation Report 2018
Chapter 2: Poverty Situation and Its Trend from 2009 to 2018

Box 2.1 (Cont’d)

fourth (24.4%) respectively (Table 2.4). The fact that nearly seven-tenths (67.7%) of
the population among these poor households were elders suggests to some extent that
most of these DPIK from non-household members was provided to support the elders.

Table 2.4: Poor households receiving DPIK by selected characteristic, 2018

Poor households receiving DPIK
After recurrent cash intervention Households Number of
Number Share*(%o) persons
All households 48 700 100.0% 79 300
By social characteristic
Households with elders 40 000 82.1 62 000
Elderly households 33300 68.3 45 500
1-person 21 200 43.5 21 200
2-person 11 900 24.4 23 800
Households with children 5000 10.2 13 100
By economic characteristic
Working households 3900 8.0 10 500
Economically inactive households 43900 90.1 66 900
By age
Children aged below 18 - - 7100
Persons aged 18 - 64 - - 18 400
Elders aged 65 and above - - 53 700

Note: (*) The share of the respective households in all poor households receiving DPIK. Calculated based on
unrounded figures.
Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.

The amount and types of DPIK

4, Of 48 700 poor households receiving DPIK, nearly half (48.4%) received an
average monthly DPIK ranging from $1,000 to $3,000, while about three-tenths
(29.7%) received $4,000 or above per month. As compared with the average post-
intervention monthly income of these households amounted to about $4,200, the DPIK
provided by non-household members represented a significant sum and thus was
particularly important in improving the livelihood of these households.

5. Analysed by the type of DPIK received by these poor households, the more
common items were water, electricity and gas bills (covering 67.4% of poor households
receiving DPIK), telephone bills (62.3%), rates and government rent (57.1%), and
management fee (48.7%), and the amounts of money involved were generally around
several hundred dollars (Table 2.5). There were also nearly one-fourth of these poor
households receiving support for items involving a larger amount in monetary terms
such as rent (24.5%) and salaries of FDHs (23.6%).
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Table 2.5: Number of poor households receiving DPIK
and the average amount involved by item, 2018

Poor households Poor elderly households
Type of DPIK Share* Monthly Share* Monthly
Number”* %) average |Number”* %) average
amount ($) amount ($)
Overall® 48700 | 100.0 3,500 33300 | 100.0 3,400
Water, electricityand | )¢50 | 674 300 22700 | 682 | 300
gas bills
Telephone bills 30400 | 62.3 100 21400 | 64.4 100
Rates and government | 7800 | 571|700 19900 | 597 | 700
Management fee® 23700 48.7 800 17 500 52.6 800
Rent 12000 | 24.5 5,000 6 700 20.2 4,300
Of which:
PRH 8 300 17.1 1,700 5100 15.3 1,600
Private housing| 3 600 7.4 12,600 1 600 4.8 12,600
Internet fee 11500 | 23.6 200 5500 16.5 200
Salaries of FDHs 11500 | 23.6 4,600 9 500 28.6 4 600
fergergency alarm system |5 550 54 100 6 600 19.8 100

Notes: (*) Households receiving at least one type of DPIK from non-household member(s).
(@) Excluding PRH households.
(*) As a household may receive more than one type of DPIK, the sum of the number (and share) of
households with individual type of DPIK may exceed the total (100%).
Poverty statistics refer to statistics after recurrent cash intervention.
Sum of individual items may not add up to total due to rounding.
Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.

6. Analysed by household characteristic of and type of DPIK received by elderly
households, it is found that among these poor elderly households (33 300 households),
almost three-tenths (28.6% or 9 500 households) received direct payment for salaries of
FDHs, with three-fourths (74.9% or 7 100 households) of whom being singleton
households. Meanwhile, one-fourth of the poor elderly households (24.9% or 8 300
households) were PRH or private housing tenants. Among them, over three-quarters
(76.6% or 5 100 households) were poor elderly households living in PRH and receiving
direct payment for rent amounted to an average of $1,600. Of those residing in private
rental housing, almost all of them (97.3% or 1 600 households) received direct payment
for rent up to $12,600 on average.

Impact of DPIK on the actual living standard of households

7. The above analysis shows that most of the members of the households receiving
DPIK were economically inactive elders, and hence, under the existing definition of
household income, their household income was rather limited. By taking into account
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both the household income and the DPIK provided by non-household members, we may
have a more holistic view of the actual living standard of these poor households.

8. From this perspective, by taking into account the DPIK provided by non-
household members, it is found that after recurrent cash intervention, 31 400 poor
persons (or 3.1% of the total poor population) had an actual living standard up to or
above the poverty line (Table 2.6). They were mainly from elderly households, with
13 800 elders having no employment earnings and receiving OALA. In other words, in
terms of actual living standard, if DPIK rendered by non-household members were also
considered, it is estimated that around one million persons (or 14.4% of the total
population) would have been living under the poverty line in 2018.

Table 2.6: Poor households receiving DPIK with actual living standard
up to or above the poverty line by selected characteristic, 2018

Income of poor households
lift up to or above the poverty line
Post-intervention Proportion in
(recurrent cash) Number of |Persons living relevant poor
households therein population groups
(%)
Overall 22 300 31 400 3.1
By selected household group
Households with elders 18 700 24 200 4.6
Elderly households 17 300 20 800 8.7
Working households 1900 5200 1.1
Economically inactive 20 300 26 000 59
households
By age
Children aged below 18 - 2 500 1.5
Persons aged 18 to 64 - 6 400 1.3
Elders aged 65 and above - 22 500 6.2
Living in elderly households
receiving OALA and without - 13 800 13.0

employment earnings
Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.

0. It should be pointed out that the above analysis on DPIK serves as supplementary
information only and does not form part of the main analytical framework of the poverty
line. The various poverty indicators after recurrent cash intervention are therefore not
affected. The above illustrates that the DPIK provided by non-household members
could have a significant impact on the daily life of some poor households. Such support,
together with the cash and in-kind welfare measures of the Government to alleviate
poverty and support the disadvantaged, suggests that the actual living standard of poor
households cannot be fully reflected by the poverty line that uses household income as
its sole benchmark.
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Box 2.2

Poverty Situation of the Elderly

With the post-war baby boomers gradually entering old age, the Hong Kong
population shows a sustained ageing trend. The growing number of retired elders has
continued to exert an upward pressure on the poverty indicators of the elderly. In 2018,
the poverty rate of the elderly rebounded somewhat from the previous year, visibly
higher than the overall rate. This box article further examines the latest poverty
situation of the elderly and updates the supplementary analysis which identifies
“income-poor, owning property of certain value” elders based on the value of their
properties, with a view to shedding some light on the asset situation of some poor elders.

The latest poverty situation

2. In 2018, the number of poor elders before policy intervention rose further to
516 600, with the poverty rate staying at 44.4%. After recurrent cash intervention, the
poverty rate rebounded by 0.4 percentage point to 30.9% (Figure 2.23). This was partly
attributable to the reduced poverty alleviation effect of CSSA and OAA for elders and
the fact that more than half of the increased elders resided in elderly households without
any income before policy intervention. After recurrent cash intervention, the number
of poor elders increased to 360 100, among whom only about one-tenth (10.8% or
38 900 persons) were from CSSA households. As for the remaining poor elders residing
in non-CSSA households (89.2% or 321 200 persons), the majority of them were
economically inactive (Figure 2.24).

Figure 2.23: Poor population and poverty rate of the elderly, 2009-2018

Post-intervention
Pre-intervention (recurrent cash)
Poor population (LHS)
Powerty rate (RHS)

Poor population ('000) Powerty rate (%)
1 400 Enhancements to | qunch of 80
Launch of Launch of oALA, LIFA and Higher 70
OALA LIFA*  CSSAapplicati 1
1200 | wrramgement . OALA and
l \ for elders”™ WFA 4 60
v
1000 | 448 45.1 441 435 44.9 44.6 44.8 44.8 44.4 444 4 50
800 | 140
34.6 34.8 34.1 1 30
600 | 333 305 300 30.1 316 305 30.9
459 478 =2 o
420 436 |
400 | 366 377 378 388 337 340 3601 10
283 291 292 297 285 294 308 0
200
0 L L L L L L L L L
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Notes:  (*) “LIFA” refers to “Low-income Working Family Allowance”, which was renamed as “Working Family Allowance” on 1 April 2018.
(™) Starting from February 2017, Social Welfare Department has abolished the arrangement for the relatives to make a declaration on
whether they provide financial support to the elderly persons who apply for CSSA on their own (e.g. an elderly person who does not
live with his/her children) (the so-called “bad son statement”). At present, only the elderly applicants are required to submit the
information.
Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.
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Figure 2.24: Poor elders by whether receiving CSSA
and economic activity status, 2018

(a) By whether living in poor households (b) By whether living in CSSA households and
economic activity status of the elders
Living in non-CSSA households
321200
89.2%
A

Economically inactive
311500
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Living in poor
households
360100
30.9%
Unemployed
800 Working
02% 8900
2\ 2.5%

Living in
CcssA
households

Number of elders: 1 164 100 Number of poor elders: 360 100
Note: Based on poverty statistics after recurrent cash intervention.

Source:  General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.

3. It is noteworthy that in 2018, most of the increase of some 20 000 poor elders
after policy intervention were elderly singletons or doubletons, generally economically
inactive. Some of them could be retired elders who were “income-poor, owning
property of certain value” (please refer to paragraph 10 for details). This, coupled with
the proportion of poor elders having no financial needs going up to a multi-year high,
reflects the poverty line framework’s limitation of taking only household income into
account, and such limitation has a more noticeable impact on the poverty indicators of
the elderly than on those of persons in other age groups (who are more often residing in
economically active households). As such, in analysing the poverty situation of the
elderly, a multi-faceted perspective should be adopted to examine the socio-economic
characteristics of poor elders and the support they need.

The effectiveness of OALA and selected policy intervention measures in alleviating
elderly*’ poverty

4. Besides CSSA which is positioned to assist families in meeting their basic needs,
the Government also provides support to elders through a basket of recurrent cash
benefits. Against this, a high proportion of elders have already been covered by the
social security system which provides a certain level of protection to them in the form
of cash benefits. Notwithstanding the decline in the proportion of poor elders (before
policy intervention) receiving CSSA in recent years from 26.0% in 2014 to 18.4% in
2018, the proportion of those receiving OALA rose from 42.0% to 48.0% over the same
period (Figure 2.25). As aresult, the coverage ratio of poor elders in the social security
system remained high at almost nine-tenths (86.2% or 445 300 persons), with only
around one-tenth (13.8% or 71 300 persons) not receiving any social security benefits.

42  This refers to the elders in households benefitting from selected policy intervention measures.
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Figure 2.25: Elders by social security coverage, 2014-2018
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(@) Ehggl(sb,)émong all elders who did not receive CSSA and SSA, there were 104 800 (29.9%) elders aged 70 and

above. The corresponding figures for poor elders residing in domestic households were 11 800 (16.5%).

Sources: Social Welfare Department, Demographic Statistics Section and General Household Survey, Census and Statistics
Department.
5. In 2018, with regard to the effectiveness of various recurrent cash measures,

OALA, with the largest number of elderly beneficiaries*®, was the most effective

measure in alleviating elderly poverty as it offered targeted support to elders with
financial needs. It reduced the elderly poverty rate by 8.2 percentage points, even higher
than the reduction of 5.0 percentage points by CSSA. Taken together with other social
security schemes, the recurrent cash benefits altogether lifted 156 500 elders out of
poverty and reduced the elderly poverty rate by 13.5 percentage points, a manifestation
of the importance of our social security regime in alleviating elderly poverty. However,
the reduction in the elderly poverty rate in 2018 was found to be 0.4 percentage point
lower than that in 2017. This was partly due to the fact that most of the increase in poor
elders were from elderly households without any income (before policy intervention).
With notably wider poverty gaps, even though they received relatively higher amount
of Social Security Allowance (SSA) such as the Higher OALA, their household incomes
were still below the poverty line. Meanwhile, the share of elders receiving CSSA and
OAA fell, which also led to a slightly lower poverty alleviation impact than that of 2017.
As for in-kind benefits, around one-third (34.3%) of the poor elders resided in PRH.
The poverty alleviation effect of PRH provision was also quite discernible, reducing the
elderly poverty rate by 5.3 percentage points (Figure 2.26).

43  Asatend-September 2019, there were about 555 000 elders receiving OALA according to the administrative
records of Social Welfare Department.

P. 46




Hong Kong Poverty Situation Report 2018
Chapter 2: Poverty Situation and Its Trend from 2009 to 2018

Box 2.2 (Cont’d)

Figure 2.26: Effectiveness of selected recurrent cash benefits and PRH provision
in poverty alleviation on elders*, 2017-2018

160 Population (‘000) .., (Percentage point(s)) 2
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Note: (*)  Refer to elders aged 65 and above in households receiving the selected recurrent cash benefit(s).
Source: General Household Surwey, Census and Statistics Department.

6. It is worth mentioning that over eight-tenths (80.6% or 258 900 persons) of the
321 200 poor elders in non-CSSA households had no financial needs. Among these
elders, over 45% (120 800 persons) received OALA; around three-tenths (79 000
persons) received OAA or DA; and the majority (60.6% or 157 000 persons) resided in
owner-occupied mortgage-free housing (Figure 2.27).

7. Meanwhile, 23 500 poor elders (7.3%) residing in non-CSSA households had
financial needs*, representing a further decrease of 5 100 persons from the previous
year and also a record low since 2010. Around 65% of these elders (15 300 persons)
received OALA and another 16.3% (3 800 persons) received OAA or DA, indicating
that more than eight-tenths of the needy elders were already being covered by various
social security measures. In addition, nearly half of these elders (11 000 persons)
resided in PRH, and 46.2% (10 900 persons) in owner-occupied mortgage-free housing.

44  Classification of “having financial needs” and “having no financial needs” is made based on the responses
of the low-income households when they were asked on the reasons for not applying for CSSA in GHS.
Those households which provided reasons that bear strong indication for having no financial needs (e.g.
living on savings, household income is sufficient for daily expenses) or mentioned directly that they had no
financial needs are regarded as “having no financial needs”. Those citing other reasons are regarded as
“having financial needs”.
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Figure 2.27: Poor elders living in non-CSSA households
by social security coverage and housing type, 2018
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Notes: () Figures in parentheses denote the proportion of the relevant elders among all poor elders residing in non-
CSSA households.
[1] Figures in square brackets denote the proportion of the relevant elders having no / having financial needs
among poor elders in non-CSSA households.

#) Including subsidised sale flats and owner-occupied private housing without mortgages.
(##)  Including subsidised sale flats and owner-occupied private housing with mortgages.
@] Including households residing in other types of housing (mainly households residing in rent-free or

employer-provided accommodation).
™) Including those who refused to respond.
(@)  Among the poor elders living in non-CSSA households having no financial needs and not receiving SSA, 9 200
persons (15.6%) were elders aged 70 and above. For those having financial needs, the corresponding figures were
700 and 16.5%.
Based on poverty statistics after recurrent cash intervention.
Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.

Identification of “income-poor, owning property of certain value” elders

8. The existing poverty line takes household income as the sole indicator for
measuring poverty without considering the assets owned by households. Hence, the
poverty statistics would unavoidably include retirees who own some or even
considerable amount of assets (e.g. savings and properties). In 2018, among the some
0.32 million poor elders residing in non-CSSA households, nearly six-tenths (58.9% or
189 300 persons) lived in owner-occupied mortgage-free housing, suggesting that they
might have certain assets.

9. In view of the above, this box article has included a supplementary analysis to
identify “income-poor, owning property of certain value” elders since last year,
providing additional data for understanding the asset situation of elders. With reference
to the eligibility criteria of the Hong Kong Mortgage Corporation Limited’s “Reverse
Mortgage Programme” (RMP), the analysis zeroed in on non-CSSA poor

P. 48




Hong Kong Poverty Situation Report 2018
Chapter 2: Poverty Situation and Its Trend from 2009 to 2018

Box 2.2 (Cont’d)

households residing in owner-occupied mortgage-free housing with all members
aged 55 or above®(“target households”). If a “target household” under RMP receives
an estimated monthly annuity not lower than the poverty line thresholds, the poor elders
therein will be identified as “income-poor, owning property of certain value”*® (Figure
2.28).

Figure 2.28: Poor elders residing in non-CSSA households by housing type and
whether owning property of certain value, 2018

Number of poor elders residing in non-CSSA households
321 200

Residing in owner-occupied : Residing in owner-
housir;g withgut : occupied housinﬂg with
mortgages H
1899380 : mogt%%es r
(58.9%) : (2.9%)
7 : Private tenants”™
: 28 600
(8.9%)
Residing in S
“target housgeholds” Others S ReSIdglg%g'OPRH
148 400 40 800 20 20
(46.2%) (12.7%) G2
“Income-poor, owning
property of certain Others
value” 42 000
106 400 (13.1%) / [28.3%]
(33.19%) / [71.7%]
Notes: () Figures in parentheses denote the proportion of the relevant elders among all poor elders residing
in non-CSSA households.
[1] Figures in square brackets denote the proportion of the relevant elders among the poor elders
residing in “target households”.
#) Including subsidised sale flats and owner-occupied private housing without mortgages.
(##) Including subsidised sale flats and owner-occupied private housing with mortgages.
(@) Including households residing in other types of housing (mainly households residing in rent-

free or employer-provided accommodation).
Based on poverty statistics after recurrent cash intervention.
Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.

10.  The result shows that in 2018, among the 189 300 poor elders in non-CSSA
households residing in owner-occupied mortgage-free housing, three-fourths (148 400
persons) lived in “target households”, among whom more than seven-tenths (106 400
persons) were identified as “income-poor, owning property of certain value”, equivalent
to nearly three-tenths of the overall poor elderly population. As for the remaining nearly
three-tenths (42 000 persons) of the poor elders residing in “target households”, the
values of their properties were relatively low. It is worth mentioning that the number
of poor elders identified as “income-poor, owning property of certain value” rose by
16 600 persons compared with 2017, reflecting in part the rises in property prices over
the period.

45  All members are aged 60 or above if residing in subsidised sale flats with unpaid land premium.

46  For details of the estimation methodology, please refer to Box 2.3 in the Hong Kong Poverty Situation Report
2017.
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11.  Further analysis reveals that the median estimated value of the owner-occupied
housing of “income-poor, owning property of certain value” elders was $5.2 million, up
from the $4.6 million in 2017 and slightly higher than that of the overall “target
households” ($4.4 million). Most of these elders lived in 1-person or 2-person
households; over 85% of them had no financial needs; and only about three-tenths
(32.3%) received OALA, a proportion lower than that of the overall poor elders (43.4%).
Meanwhile, the share of those with upper secondary education or above among these
elders (42.2%) was visibly higher than that among the overall poor elders (27.5%)
(Figure 2.29), and the share of those with post-secondary education (17.9%) was also
distinctly higher than that among the overall poor elders (9.6%). These reveal that the
characteristics of “income-poor, owning property of certain value” elders are somewhat
different from those of the overall elders in poverty, and the assistance that they need
would also be different.

Figure 2.29: Selected characteristics of “income-poor,
owning property of certain value” elders, 2018

(a) Estimated value of owner-occupied housing (b) Percentage of selected characteristics among poor elders
in the relevant groups
10 ($Mn) (%)
9 L @ 75th percentile 100 98.4 u Overall poor elders (360 100 persons)
g8 | 50th percentile 7.9 “Income poor, owning property of
25th percentile certain value” elders (106 400 persons)
7+ 7.0 80
6 -
5.2

5 | T4.4 60
4 F 422

| 3.6 40
3 F 2.9
2 r 20
1 -
0 . 0

Target households Households of “income poor, Residing in 1- Having no Receiving Educational
(117 100) owning property of certain person or 2-person  financial needs* OALA attainment at upper
value” elders households secondary level or
(75 200) above

Notes: () Figures in parentheses denote the number of poor households/poor elderly persons in relevant groups.

(*) Refers to the proportion of poor elderly persons residing in non-CSSA households having no financial needs. Among the overall poor
elderly persons, 321 200 persons resided in non-CSSA households, whereas all the “income poor, owning property of certain value™ elders
resided in non-CSSA households.

Poverty statistics refer to statistics after recurrent cash intervention.
Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.
12. On the other hand, nearly three-tenths (93 800 persons) of poor elders in non-

CSSA households were residing in PRH, and thereby enjoyed a certain degree of
protection on their basic accommodation needs*’. As for the 28 600 poor elders living
in private tenant households*®, over four-tenths received DPIK from non-household
members, among which the average direct payment for rent reached $12,100,
suggesting a certain degree of support from the non-household members who offer
subsidies to them (please refer to Box 2.1 for details).

47 The average monthly welfare transfer for PRH households was estimated at around $4,100, see paragraph
2.40 and Table 2.2 for details.

48 Also include households residing in other types of housing (mainly households residing in rent-free or
employer-provided accommodation).
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Employment situation of the elderly

13.  Between 2009 and 2018, the overall number and proportion of working elders
both exhibited an uptrend (increasing significantly from 42 900 persons and 5.2% to
132 400 persons and 11.4% respectively). Most of them were elders aged 65 to 69,
accounting for about seven-tenths of the working elders. The pre-intervention poverty
rate of working elders generally trended down (from 14.7% to 11.9%), much lower than
that of non-working elders (48.5%). This indicates that employable elders in better
health conditions staying in or re-entering the labour market could impact positively on
poverty prevention. Indeed, in the midst of longer life expectancy and population
ageing®®, encouraging these experienced elders to continue to participate in or re-enter
the job market would also help ease the tight labour market situation in Hong Kong. In
addition, staying in the workplace helps elders reduce their sense of isolation, provides
them with more opportunities to remain socially connected, learn new things, and
continue to take part in various activities of our community. The Government will
continue to adopt a multi-pronged strategy to encourage employers to hire mature
persons and build a friendly working environment for them. Amongst, the Labour
Department enhanced the “Employment Programme for the Elderly and Middle-aged”
in September 2018 to provide employers hiring job-seekers aged 60 or above a monthly
on-the-job training allowance of $4,000 for a period of 6 to 12 months.

Concluding remarks

14.  As revealed in the above analysis, although the majority of poor elders were
enjoying social security measures, the various needs of these elders might not be fully
met through cash assistance. While cash allowance would definitely be useful in
relieving the financial burden of elders, in-kind support, such as medical services, and
elderly care services, might be more needed by the elders and their households for
assisting them in coping with various difficulties in different aspects. The Government
will continue to provide appropriate assistance® to elders in need.

15.  To sum up, the poverty situation of the elderly, indeed, saw visible relief after
the Government’s welfare policy. It is evident that the existing social security measures
designed to support the elderly are effective in poverty alleviation. The Government

49 In 2018, the overall elderly population residing in domestic households increased to 1 164 100 persons.

50 Apart from offering recurrent in-kind benefits (such as the “Elderly Health Care Voucher Scheme”; the
“Public Transport Fare Concession Scheme for the Elderly and Eligible Persons with Disabilities”;
Subsidised Residential Care Services for the Elderly; and Subsidised Community Care Services for the
Elderly), the Government also supports elders by proactively introducing various programmes on a pilot
basis under CCF, including launching the three-year “Pilot Scheme on Home Care and Support for Elderly
Persons with Mild Impairment” in December 2017; the three-year “Pilot Scheme on Support for Elderly
Persons Discharged from Public Hospitals after Treatment” in February 2018; and the two-year “Pilot
Scheme on Living Allowance for Carers of Elderly Persons from Low-income Families” Phase III in October
2018. Furthermore, the “Dementia Community Support Scheme” (i.e. providing dementia community
support services to elders based on a medical-social collaboration model) has been incorporated into the
Government’s regular assistance programmes since February 2019.
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will continue to closely monitor the poverty situation of the elderly, and to care for and
support elders in need. That said, the elderly poverty statistics are expected to face
greater upward pressure alongside accelerated ageing population.

16. It should be noted that, as indicated in the above analysis, almost three-tenths of
the 0.36 million poor elders were “income-poor, owning property of certain value”,
which suggests that they might possess certain assets. Furthermore, the analysis in
Box 2.1 also reveals that most of the households with daily living expenses (such as
rent, water, electricity and gas bills) directly paid by non-household members were
elderly households, and such payments were pivotal to the daily life of some of these
poor households. Hence, these factors must be fully considered when interpreting the
movements of relevant elderly poverty indicators.
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Youth Poverty Situation

The poverty situation of youths aged 18 to 29°! has always fared better than the
overall situation, both before and after policy intervention. The poor population of
youth was also smaller in size compared with other age groups. That said, the rising
youth poverty rate in recent years warrants attention. This box article examines in detail
the youth poverty situation by studying the poverty alleviation impact of various
targeted measures, as well as the socio-economic characteristics of poor youths, in an
attempt to analyse the forms and causes of youth poverty.

The latest poverty situation

2. The pre-intervention youth poverty rate was 12.6% in 2018, 0.7 percentage point
higher than the low level of 11.9% in 2015 (Figure 2.30). While the poor youth
population saw a slight reduction over the same period, this was mainly due to the
shrinking overall youth population in recent years. It is therefore more appropriate to
focus on the change in poverty rate when analysing poverty trend. In 2018, the post-
intervention (recurrent cash) youth poverty rate was 9.3%, up for three years in a row.
Meanwhile, poor youths amounted to 90 100, accounting for 8.8% of the overall poor
population. Compared with 2015, the increase in post-intervention poverty rate by 1.4
percentage points was more visible than that before intervention, indicating a dwindling
poverty alleviation impact over the past three years. The ensuing paragraphs examine
further the possible causes behind.

Figure 2.30: Poor population and poverty rate of youth, 2009-2018

Poor population ('000) Poverty rate (%)
400 . . Post-intervention 20
Pre-intervention (recurrent cash)
350 Poor population (LHS) =]
Powerty rate (RHS) 1 15
300
250 1 10
200 89 9.0 9.3
8.3 8.6 8.1 8.1 79 8.6 68
150 5
100 | 923 93.4 87.3 90.1 842 84.0 508 86,7 86.4 90.1
' 10
0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.

51 Before deliberating on the poverty line analytical framework, the first-term CoP discussed the selected
households of various social and economic groups. At that time, CoP considered it necessary to keep the
poverty situation of youth households under long-term monitoring, and hence these households were
included in the poverty line analytical framework accordingly. CoP also agreed to define youth households
as those with all members aged 18 to 29, and the age demarcation for youth has remained in use since then.
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3. As shown in Figure 2.31, the poverty situation of youth was relatively benign
compared with those of the overall population and other major age groups. Excluding
children and elders who were generally dependent on other family members for living,
the post-intervention youth poverty rate of 9.3% was lower than that of persons aged 30
to 64 (10.8%). Among them, most of the youths aged 25 to 29 had completed their
studies and were in full-time employment. Thanks to their employment earnings, the
poverty rate of youth in this age group (6.0%) was half of those aged 18 to 24 (12.2%)),
most of whom were still attending school.

Figure 2.31: Poverty rate by age, 2018

Overall 14.9
Elderly aged 65+ 30.9
Persons aged 18-64 105
“Ofwhom: T T

Persons aged 30-64 10.8

fYouths aged 25-29 6.0 i

i Youths aged 18-29:9.3 i

E\Youths aged 18-24 12.2 i

Children aged <18 16.8
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Poverty rate (%)
Note: Poverty statistics refer to statistics after recurrent cash intervention.

Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.

4. Compared with 2015, the majority (94.2%) of the increase in poor youths (post-
intervention) in 2018 were aged 18 to 24, mainly post-secondary students who were
mostly economically inactive. This is broadly consistent with the rise in school
attendance rate of youths aged 18 to 24°2, reflecting that they have more post-secondary
opportunities in recent years.

5. Putting individual factors aside, the decline in poverty alleviation impact of
recurrent cash measures has also contributed to the increase in youth poverty rate. In
2018, recurrent cash intervention lifted 31 700 youths out of poverty and reduced the
poverty rate by 3.3 percentage points. Yet, a comparison between the reduction in
poverty rate in 2018 and that in 2015 (4.0 percentage points) shows a downward trend
over the past four years, attributable to the decline in poverty alleviation impact of
individual targeted measures on youths (Figure 2.32).

52 According to the GHS conducted by C&SD, the school attendance rate of youths aged 18 to 24 rose from
53.0% in 2015 to 53.5% in 2018. School attendance rate refers to the proportion of youths in that particular
age group studying full-time courses.

P.54




Hong Kong Poverty Situation Report 2018
Chapter 2: Poverty Situation and Its Trend from 2009 to 2018

Box 2.3 (Cont’d)

Figure 2.32: Poverty alleviation impact of
selected recurrent cash benefits on youths*, 2015-2018
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Notes: (*) Refers to youths aged 18-29 residing in households receiving selected recurrent cash benefit(s).
(™) LIFA came into effect in May 2016.
Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.

6. Among them®3, the poverty alleviation impact of education benefits on the
overall youth population shrank from 1.9 percentage points in 2015 to 1.4 percentage
points in 2018. The proportion of youths aged 18 to 24 receiving education benefits
(such as assistance programmes for post-secondary students®) also fell visibly from
7.9% to 6.3% over the same period. This may be due to the fact the Government has
introduced the “Non-means-tested Subsidy Scheme for Self-financing Undergraduate
Studies in Hong Kong”® since the 2017/18 academic year and has regularised the
“Study Subsidy Scheme for Designated Professions/Sectors”® starting from the
2018/19 academic year. In addition, the tuition fees for publicly-funded undergraduate
programmes have been kept at a relatively low level®’. All the above factors have, to
some extent, affected the number of persons applying for education benefits
(Figure 2.33).

53 The poverty alleviation impact of CSSA on youth declined by 0.5 percentage point in recent years, partly
because the average amount of subsidies received by 2-person to 4-person CSSA households with youths
smaller than the increases in poverty line thresholds.

54  They include the “Tertiary Student Finance Scheme — Publicly-funded Programmes” and the “Financial
Assistance Scheme for Post-secondary Students”.
55 Inthe 2018/19 academic year, the annual subsidy amount is $30,800.

56 In the 2018/19 academic year, the annual subsidy amounts for laboratory-based undergraduate programmes
and non-laboratory-based undergraduate programmes are $71,700 and $41,000 respectively.

57 The current amount of tuition fees for publicly-funded undergraduate programmes is $42,100, same as that
of the 1997/98 academic year.

P.55




Hong Kong Poverty Situation Report 2018
Chapter 2: Poverty Situation and Its Trend from 2009 to 2018

Box 2.3 (Cont’d)

Figure 2.33: The number of beneficiaries of assistance programmes
for post-secondary students aged 18-24 and the share, 2015-2018
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80 12
mmm Number of beneficiaries of assistance programmes for post-secondary students” aged 18-24 (LHS)
70 - Share among youths aged 18-24 (RHS) 1 10
60

7.9 8
7.3 7.2 b

30
4

20
2

10 |
0 0

2015 2016 2017 2018

Note:  (*) Including “Financial Assistance Scheme for Post-secondary Students” and “Tertiary Student Finance Scheme —
Publicly-funded Programmes”.
Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.

Socio-economic characteristics of poor youths

7. Focusing on the situation after recurrent cash intervention, it is observed that
poor youths aged 18 to 29 had quite a number of household characteristics in common
(Figure 2.34). For example, in 2018, most of them lived with their parents and the
majority were from 3-person and 4-person households. Though seven-tenths were from
working households, about half of these households had only one working member and
were mostly engaged in lower-skilled occupations. In view of their limited household
income and heavier family burden, the poverty risk of these households is inevitably
higher. While half of the poor youths resided in PRH, only about one-third were from
households receiving education benefits. It is observed that the proportion of poor
households with youth students receiving education benefits has been declining in
recent years with possible reasons as previously discussed.
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Figure 2.34: Household characteristics of poor youths, 2018
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Note:  Poverty statistics refer to statistics after recurrent cash intervention.
Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.
8. Apart from household characteristics, the profile of youths also has significant

implications on their poverty situation and poverty trend. As youths aged 18 to 24 are
mainly attending school and those aged 25 to 29 have mostly entered the labour market,
the forms and causes of their poverty may vary. In view of this, the following analysis
divides youths aged 18 to 29 into two groups, i.e. youths aged 18 to 24 and those aged
25 to 29, which consist of 62 900 and 27 200 poor persons respectively. As shown in
the analysis, the former accounted for about seven-tenths of the overall poor youth
population (Figure 2.35(a)).

Figure 2.35: Poor youths by age and economic activity status, 2018

(a) By age (b) By age and economic activity status
Youth aged 18-24 Temporar;ﬁ
In study* Permanent sickness
Unemployed
e 70.0% 15%

Employed 24.0% I
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I\ J
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32.1% 67.9% 1.3%
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17.1% 5.0% were "student 9.2% 10.6%
" 16.3%
workers™'']
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Notes: (*) Refer to employed persons who had attended schools/education institutes (including part-time and distance
learning programmes).
#) Including “student workers” and economically inactive students.
()  Figure in parentheses are the corresponding share of the group among total.
Poverty statistics refer to statistics after recurrent cash intervention.
Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.
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9.

58

59

Specifically, in 2018 (Figure 2.35(b) and Table 2.7):
> Seven-tenths of the poor youths aged 18 to 24 were still attending school,

with the majority being economically inactive students. They accounted
for almost six-tenths (58.8%) of the overall poor youth population aged 18
to 24. These poor youths were from larger households and the employed
member(s) in their households were mostly engaged in lower-skilled
occupations earning relatively low incomes, resulting in a higher poverty
risk. The rest were those who worked and studied at the same time,
accounting for over one-tenth (11.2%) of the overall poor youth population
aged 18 to 24. With the share of over 45% (46.5%) of the working poor
youths in the same age group, the majority (85.7%) of these student workers
were part-timers, and hence their earnings were limited.

Nearly nine-tenths of poor youths aged 25 to 29 completed their studies,
nevertheless, over half (56.2%) of them were jobless, with almost four-
tenths (39.1%) being economically inactive and over 15% (17.1%) being
unemployed. Most of the former were unavailable for work because
of housework or other reasons™®, and over eight-tenths (81.4%) of them were
females. Among the unemployed poor youths, most (58.9%) resigned on
their own accord. The majority (59.2%) of them had duration of
unemployment shorter than three months. Although more than half (53.6%)
of the unemployed youths attained post-secondary education, they were
generally engaged in lower-skilled occupations (65.0%) before becoming
jobless. Conceivably, they resigned voluntarily with a view to searching for
a more suitable job.

Nearly 45% (43.8%) of youths aged 25 to 29 were working poor. Most
(67.9%) were the only working member in their households. The heavy
family burden made them difficult to stay out of poverty even with relatively
decent personal incomes. Among them, nearly eight-tenths (78.2%) were
full-time workers> but only less than one-tenth (6.8%) of their households
were beneficiaries of WFA. The poverty rate of working youths (3.1%) was
far lower than those of economically inactive youths (22.0%) and
unemployed youths (28.2%), reflecting the significance of employment in
affecting poverty risk. In 2018, the poverty rate of working persons aged 30
to 34 with post-secondary education (including degree and non-degree) was
only 1.4%, lower than the corresponding figure of 2.0% of working youths
aged 25 to 29 with the same education level. Such findings suggest to some
extent that the poverty risk of youths with higher educational attainment
might be lower when they receive better remuneration upon accumulating
more working experience.

“Other reasons” include preparing for further studies or emigration, getting married and were thus not readily
available for new jobs, as well as wishing to take a break / unwilling to work. As these reasons account for
smaller shares of all the reasons given and the sampling errors involved are relatively large, individual figures
cannot be set out. They are thus categorised as “other reasons”.

Nearly all (97.2%) of their households met the working hour and income requirements for LIFA / WFA.
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Table 2.7: Individual characteristics of poor youths by age, 2018
Overall
poor youth Of whom:
population
Aged 18 - 29 Aged 18 - 24 Aged 25 - 29
Overall 90 100 62 900 27 200
[9.3] [12.2] [6.0]
Economic activity status (% of overall)
: 30.0 24.0 43.8
Working [4.3] [6.2] [3.1]
8.5 11.2 2.2
N\

Student worker [11.0] [12.0] [5.6]

Economically inactive 59.2 67.9 39.1
[18.2] [17.4] [22.0]
43.8 58.8 9.2

Sl [16.8] [16.6] [20.1]

Unemploved 10.8 8.1 17.1

ploy [23.8] [20.9] [28.2]
Educational attainment (%)

Post-secondar 614 08.3 454

y [8.2] [11.5] [4.1]

B G0 AR 39.9 43.4 31.7

g [7.3] [10.6] [3.7]

Employment status (%)

: . . <18.6> <15.7> <22.1>
Higher-skilled occupation [1.9] [3.0] [1.4]
Full-time <60.6> <46.6> <78.2>

[3.0] [3.8] [2.5]
Med_lan monthly employment 8,400 4,900 11,000
earnings ($)

Notes: [ ] Figures in square brackets denote the poverty rates (%) of the relevant groups after recurrent cash
intervention.
<> Figures in angle brackets denote the proportions of relevant groups among all employed persons in
respective age group.
(™) Refer to employed persons who had attended schools/education institutes (including part-time and
distance learning programmes).
Poverty statistics refer to statistics after recurrent cash intervention.
The sum of the above percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding.
Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.
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Box 2.3 (Cont’d)

10.  The above analysis reveals that some youths living below the poverty line are
undergoing a transformation in their economic status, and hence their poor status may
be transitional in nature. Indeed, upon joining the workforce after graduation, these
poor youth students will likely be able to improve the poverty situation of their
households with their employment earnings. As for poor working youths and
unemployed youths, many of them have attained post-secondary education. With a
suitable job and more solid working experience, they should be able to receive better
remuneration and higher employment earnings, thereby lowering their poverty risks.

Concluding remarks

11.  The far lower poverty rate of working youths than that of the overall youth
signifies the importance of employment in reducing poverty risk. As always, the
Government attaches great importance to the career development of young people, and
strives to provide them with more opportunities for upward mobility and greater room
for development. To this end, the Government will maintain the competitiveness of the
Hong Kong economy. In addition to consolidating pillar industries, the Government
will also explore new economic opportunities to enrich the industrial structure with a
view to creating more high-quality employment opportunities and opening up more
career choices for young people. The Youth Development Commission (YDC) chaired
by the Chief Secretary for Administration has been established since April 2018. The
Government will work closely with YDC in promoting youth development in Hong
Kong and assisting young people to capitalise on the opportunities brought about by the
Nation’s rapid development.
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2.VIIl Key Observations

2.43

2.44

2.45

Under the current poverty line analytical framework that defines poverty by
household income, poverty statistics will be affected by various factors. In face
of the continued expansion in the local economy in 2018, the labour market
tightened further. Total employment rose notably and earnings of grassroots
workers showed sustained improvement. The Government has been increasing
its resource allocation to address livelihood and welfare issues. During the
year, two major poverty alleviation initiatives (i.e. Higher OALA and WFA)
were implemented. The overall poverty alleviation effectiveness strengthened
over the previous year and reached a record high. Yet, given the accelerated
population ageing and that most retired elderly households do not receive
employment earnings (though some may possess assets and savings which are
difficult to be taken into account under the existing analytical framework based
on income poverty), together with the visible uplifts in poverty lines (ranging
from 2.6% to 9.7%) along with employment earnings, the overall poverty
indicators still went up in 2018.

The numbers of poor households, the sizes of the poor population and the
poverty rates before and after policy intervention in 2018 were as follows:

»  Before policy intervention: 0.613 million households, 1.406 million
persons and 20.4%;

»  After policy intervention

(recurrent cash): 0.435 million households, 1.024 million persons and
14.9%:;

(recurrent + non-recurrent cash): 0.385 million households, 0.913
million persons and 13.3%; and

(recurrent cash + in-kind): 0.316 million households, 0.730 million
persons and 10.6%.

In 2018, both the pre- and post-intervention (recurrent cash) overall poor
population and poverty rates were higher than those in 2017. Analysed by
economic characteristic, however, the poverty situation of economically active
households had improved after policy intervention, in particular, the poverty
rate of working households fell to a low level. Improvements were also seen in
household groups with a higher proportion of working households, such as
with-children households and new-arrival households. This observation
reflects the significance of employment in poverty risk reduction. Yet, the
proportion of economically inactive households had kept increasing in tandem
with ageing population and their poverty rate was much higher than that of
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economically active households. As a result, the visible increases in the post-
intervention poverty rate and poor population of these economically inactive
households completely offset the positive impact brought about by the
improved poverty situation of economically active households.

A comparison between the pre- and post-intervention poverty statistics showed
that the recurrent cash benefits lifted 0.38 million persons out of poverty, and
brought down the poverty rate by as much as 5.5 percentage points, which was
0.1 percentage point more than that in 2017. The reduction was the largest
recorded since the announcement of the poverty line, mainly attributable to the
greater poverty alleviation effects of WFA and OALA. This shows that the
Government’s efforts in poverty alleviation were targeted in nature and quite
effective in recent years.

In 2018, the improved WFA lifted some 42 000 persons out of poverty, with
the poverty rate reduced by 0.6 percentage point, yielding visibly greater impact
on poverty alleviation. Meanwhile, the enhanced OALA lifted nearly 0.15
million persons out of poverty and reduced the overall poverty rate by
2.1 percentage points, showing a slight improvement in its effectiveness
compared with the previous year. Among various recurrent cash benefits,
CSSA remained the most effective poverty alleviation measure, lifting some
0.163 million persons out of poverty and reducing the poverty rate by
2.3 percentage points. However, the effectiveness of CSSA in poverty
alleviation was on a decline in recent years, as the number of CSSA
beneficiaries fell persistently and the increase of its inflation-adjusted rates was
smaller than those in most of the poverty line thresholds. Similarly, there was
a slight decline in the effectiveness of education benefits in poverty alleviation.
In 2018, education benefits brought down the poverty rate by 0.6 percentage
point, smaller than that of 0.7 percentage point in 2017.

Analysed by age, the respective sizes of the poor population and the poverty
rates after recurrent cash intervention in 2018 were as follows:

»  Elders aged 65 and above: 0.360 million persons and 30.9%;
»  Persons aged 18 to 64: 0.494 million persons and 10.5%; and
»  Children aged below 18: 0.170 million persons and 16.8%.

After taking into account recurrent cash benefits, the poverty situation of
children saw visible improvement in 2018, mainly due to the implementation
of the enhanced WFA Scheme. Yet, the elderly poverty rate rebounded from
the previous year, reflecting a decline in the effectiveness of CSSA and OAA
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in poverty alleviation. Furthermore, the additional poor elders mainly resided
in elderly households without any income (before policy intervention) and
nearly 60% of them lived alone. Even with the enhanced OALA, there was still
a gap between their household income and the poverty line.

The poverty situation of persons aged 18 to 64 remained largely stable. The
poverty rate of youth aged 18 to 29 rose to 9.3%. While the youth poverty rate
was still far lower than the overall poverty rate, it has been rising for three years
in a row. Compared with 2015, most of the increase in poor youth (post-
intervention) came from youths aged 18 to 24. These youths were mainly
students receiving post-secondary education, and most were economically
inactive. It is noteworthy that, in 2018, 70% of the poor youth were aged 18 to
24 and the majority of them were in school (including those who were working
and studying at the same time). As these young people are expected to lift
themselves out of poverty with their employment earnings upon entering the
labour market after graduation, the poverty situation of youth should be, to a
certain extent, transitional in nature.

Analysed by gender, the size of poor population and poverty rate of females
were generally higher than those of males, mainly attributable to a higher
proportion of females (in particular older retired females) residing in
economically inactive households with no employment earnings. In 2018, the
sizes of the poor population and the poverty rates of males and females were as
follows:

»  Males: 0.470 million persons and 14.3%; and
»  Females: 0.555 million persons and 15.4%.

Analysed by age of household head, the poverty situation and trend of these
two groups were broadly similar to those of their corresponding age groups
after policy intervention. The respective number of poor households, the size
of poor population and the poverty rates were as follows:

»  Households with head aged 18 to 64: 0.215 million households, 0.600
million persons and 11.2%; and

»  Households with head aged 65 and above: 0.218 million households,
0.421 million persons and 27.7%.

The elderly poverty rate rebounded from the previous year. It must be pointed
out that with household income being adopted as the sole indicator for
measuring poverty, persons who had “low income, owning assets of certain
value” would be classified as poor, but since many of them were retired elders,
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their actual living standards might be subject to underestimation. This shows
that the analytical framework of the poverty line has certain limitations, and
relevant data should therefore be interpreted with caution.

In 2018, among the 0.360 million post-intervention poor elders, 89.2%
(0.321 million persons) resided in non-CSSA households. Of the latter, some
24 000 persons (7.3%) had financial needs, a further reduction from the 29 000
persons in the previous year, and also a record low since the availability of
statistics in 2010. Furthermore, over half (58.9% or 0.189 million persons) of
these poor elders resided in owner-occupied mortgage-free housing, which
suggested that they might have certain assets. In an analysis that focused on
the aforementioned 0.189 million poor elders, and based on the value of their
owner-occupied properties, 0.106 million persons were identified as “income-
poor, owning property of certain value”, accounting for about 30% of the
overall poor elderly population.

After recurrent cash intervention, the income of some poor households was still
low and many of them had assistance from non-household members (such as
family members not living together) who directly paid some of their living
expenses. Such payments accounted for a considerable share of their monthly
household income. In 2018, about 11% of the poor households (49 000
households) had some of their expenses paid directly by non-household
members. More than 80% of these households were living with elderly
members and nearly 70% were households formed by elderly members only.
Taking into account the aforementioned payments, the actual living standards
of some 22 000 poor households with DPIK and 31 000 poor persons living
therein were, in effect, at or above the poverty line. In other words, taking into
account the direct payment in-kind for expense paid by non-household
members, the population living below the poverty line was estimated to be
about one million, accounting for 14.4% of the total population.

Looking ahead, the upward pressure on the size of poor population exerted by
the acceleration of population ageing will become increasingly pronounced.
Between 2009 and 2018, nearly 60% of the positive impacts on poverty
alleviation brought about by various factors, including sustained economic
growth, favourable employment situation and the Government’s strengthened
efforts in poverty alleviation, were offset by changes in demographic and
household structural factors (such as population ageing and dwindling
household size), and the offsetting ratio was much higher than that recorded a
few years earlier. This structural trend signifies the looming difficulty in
bringing down the poverty rates down the road. The Government will take
proactive measures to tackle challenges from population ageing on various
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fronts. Apart from continuously monitoring the poverty situation and its trend
in Hong Kong, the Government will continue to provide local grassroots
families with appropriate assistance to ease their poverty situation and achieve
poverty prevention.
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3 Further Analysis of the 2018 Poverty Situation

3.1 Based on the analytical framework endorsed by CoP®, this Chapter examines
the poverty situation by household group in terms of socio-economic and
housing characteristics, as well as the age of household head (Figure 3.1), with
particular focus on selected groups that are perceived by the community as
relatively underprivileged and in need of assistance, so as to shed light on the
forms and causes of poverty in Hong Kong in 2018.

Figure 3.1: Selected household groups by socio-economic and housing
characteristic and age of household head under the analytical framework

Poor households

Social Economic Housing Age of
characteristics characteristics characteristics household head
CSSA nomically PRH Households with
inactive head aged
18 to 64
Elderly _ Private tenants
nomically
Single-parent ‘ il ; Households with
Owner-occupiers head aged 65
Including: and above

i
i

Including:
With-children }
Hlth [ without
Unemployed mortgages
Youth =y 9ag

Note: Some of the above household groups can overlap. For example, some elderly households may be classified as
economically inactive households; unemployed households may be recipients of CSSA; and some with-children
households may also be single-parent households. Please refer to the Glossary for their respective definitions.

:

3.2 This Chapter is broadly divided into three sections: (i) examining the latest
poverty situation of different household groups by socio-economic and housing
characteristic, as well as the age of household head; (ii) studying the forms and
causes of poverty of different households from a holistic perspective and further
summarising and analysing their risks of poverty; and (iii) analysing the
poverty situation by district. A synopsis of each poor household group by
household characteristic and District Council district is presented with handy
illustrations and diagrams at the end of this Chapter for quick reference.
Detailed statistical tables are available in Appendix 5.

60 Please refer to Appendix 1 for details of the analytical framework of the poverty line.
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3. Poverty Situation by Selected Household Group

)] Analysis in terms of socio-economic characteristics®:

3.3 Figure 3.2 shows the sizes of the poor population and the poverty rates of
different socio-economic household groups before and after policy intervention
in 2018. The observations are as follows:

» In terms of social characteristics, it is found that there were more poor
persons from with-children, CSSA and elderly households, and the
fewest from youth households both before and after policy intervention.
An analysis by economic characteristic shows that among the post-
intervention poor population, nearly half (49.1%) were residing in
economically inactive households, 46.4% in working households and
less than one-twentieth (4.5%) in unemployed households.

Figure 3.2: Poverty rate and poor population
by selected socio-economic group, 2018
100 Poverty rate (%) .
%0 ¥ 95.9 Social groups Economic groups ;
80 I 80.3 76.2
70 70.2 705 :
I 98] I s
60 59.8 :
50 48.9 48.1 [16.4] 5
@ 45, 1
I 9 L1y I 5
20 [50.0] 35.0 34.4
13.1 H
20 | ted [6.91°" 21.0 204
| = Pre-intervention 15.1 10_3§ 1.9 14.9
12 . Post-in‘tervention (recurrent ca§h) [>91 [2.479 [39]8.0 [5.5]
CSSA Elderly  Single-parent New-arrival With-children Youth Unemployed Economically  Working Overall
inactive
1600 Poor population (‘000) :
Social groups Economic groups ' 14065
1400 | . _ :
Pre-intervention H
1200  m Post-intervention (recurrent cash)
1024.3
1000 r
800 713.6
640.4 .
600 | 555.0 5025 R :
400 | 5 3451 o '
200 | Mo 240.6 :
: 963701 872698 80 g, | 525461
0 n n n . 1 n n
CSSA Elderly  Single-parent New-arrival With-children Youth Unemployed Economically ~ Working Overall
Number of inactive
households 154.3 2412 33.8 255 152.4 4.1 20.6 379.9 2124 612.9
('000) 58.1 155.0 24.6 20.9 114.0 3.6 18.1 272.1 144.6 434.8
Note: [] Figures in square brackets denote the percentage point(s) reductions in the poverty rates.
Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.

61 Please refer to Box 3.1 for detailed analysis on the poverty situation of single-parent and new-arrival
households.
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In terms of poverty rates, those of CSSA, elderly and single-parent
households (grouped by social attribute) as well as unemployed and
economically inactive households (grouped by economic attribute),
ranging from nearly 50% to over 90% before policy intervention, were
much higher than the overall average. While the composition of these
household groups varied, they did share some common features, namely
a lower proportion of full-time working members in the household. For
example, many members of the elderly households were retirees, and
many adult members of single-parent households might have difficulty
in juggling full-time work and family as they had to take care of the
children. This shows that when a relatively higher proportion of
households in a household group had only limited employment earnings
or even no income (before policy intervention), the poverty situation of
that household group would be more pronounced.

Nevertheless, the poverty rates of these households fell significantly
after recurrent cash intervention, which attests to the importance of the
Government’s recurrent cash measures in income redistribution and
poverty alleviation. Among the recurrent cash benefits, CSSA provided
the highest average payment per household; hence, the reduction in the
poverty rate of CSSA households was the most prominent. For the
groups with higher proportions of households receiving CSSA, such as
single-parent households and economically inactive households, their
poverty rates also saw visible reductions. This demonstrates that CSSA,
as a social safety net, had a significant poverty alleviation effect
(Table 3.1).

It is worth mentioning that, thanks to the improvements to WFA and
further enhancements to OALA, both working households and with-
children households saw a larger reduction in their post-intervention
poverty rates compared with that in the previous year, and the poverty
rate of elderly households was also reduced appreciably. This fully
reflects the targeted effects of the aforementioned poverty alleviation
measures.
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Table 3.1: CSSA poor households by selected socio-economic group, 2018

Household group

Number of poor households before

policy intervention (*000)

Corresponding
proportion (%)

Total CSSA-receiving
CSSA 154.3 154.3 100.0
Elderly 241.2 63.7 26.4
Single-parent 33.8 21.1 62.5
New-arrival 25.5 54 21.1
With-children 152.4 45.5 29.9
Youth 4.1 § §
CEconomicgrowp
Unemployed 20.6 5.6 27.0
Economically inactive 379.9 122.4 32.2
Working 212.4 26.3 12.4
Overall 612.9 154.3 25.2
Notes: (8) Not released due to large sampling errors.

Based on poverty statistics before recurrent cash intervention.
Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.
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Box 3.1

Poverty Situation of Single-Parent and New-Arrival Households

The poverty rates of single-parent and new-arrival households have been
generally on improving trends in recent years, albeit still significantly higher than the
overall level. The poverty situation of these underprivileged groups warrants continued
attention. This box article focuses on the poverty situation of these groups after
recurrent cash intervention, and examines the causes of poverty by analysing their
socio-economic characteristics.

Poverty situation of single-parent and new-arrival households

2. Between 2009 and 2018, the number of single-parent poor households and
persons living therein stayed generally on a downtrend after policy intervention.
Besides the decreasing overall number of single-parent households over the period, the
higher share of working households and higher educational attainment among working
members therein have also contributed to such movements. In 2018, while the poverty
rate of single-parent households fell before policy intervention, it rebounded by 0.7
percentage point to 35.0% after policy intervention (Figure 3.3). This was mainly due
to a decline in the poverty alleviation effectiveness of CSSA and education benefits®?
(Figure 3.4).

3. Specifically, more than six-tenths (62.5%) of the single-parent poor households
received CSSA and nearly four-tenths (37.3%) received education benefits before
policy intervention. However, the rates of these benefits are generally adjusted
according to inflation, hence such magnitude is smaller than the uplift in most poverty
line thresholds. Even with an increase in the share of WFA recipients (by 1.3 percentage
points to 13.0%), its strengthened impact on poverty alleviation still could not offset the
decline in the effectiveness of the former two schemes. Comparing the pre- and post-
intervention poverty statistics, 9 300 households (26 200 persons) were lifted out of
poverty, bringing down the poverty rate by 13.1 percentage points. These three figures
were all lower than those of 2017 (10 500 households, 30 000 persons and 14.5
percentage points respectively).

62 In terms of the reduction in poverty rate, the poverty alleviation impacts of CSSA and education benefits
declined from 9.8 and 2.5 percentage points in 2017 to 8.6 and 1.4 percentage points in 2018 respectively.
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Box 3.1 (Cont’d)

Figure 3.3: Poor population and poverty rate of single-parent households,
2009-2018

Post-intervention
Pre-intervention  (recurrent cash)

Poor population (LHS) - (]
Poverty rate (RHS) -
250 Poor population ('000) Poverty rate (%)
50.5 512 50.1 49.9 495
48.4 ‘ 473 471 488 481 | g
200
373 36.7 378 36.8 36.4 1 40
355 35.8 344 343 35.0
150
116 i
115 107 107 101 30
100 | 97 98 98 94 96
82 84
8 81 74 72 74 69 7 70 1 20
50
4 10
0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Poor households ("000) 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Pre-intervention 41 40 37 38 35 35 35 33 35 34
Post-intervention (recurrent cash) 29 30 27 28 26 26 27 24 25 25

Source:  General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.

Figure 3.4: Poverty alleviation effectiveness of selected recurrent cash benefits
on single-parent and new-arrival households, 2018
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Poverty rate (RHS) m . m . " f 1
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CSSA OALA LIFA/WFA Educatllon DA OAA All recurrent PRH
2017: Reduction in benefits cash benefits  provision
Poor 202 36 25 73 38 30 51 3.2 02 11 0.7 03 300 14.1 154 149
population
Poverty rate 9.8 1.6 12 31 19 13 25 14 01 05 04 0.2 145 6.0 75 64
Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.
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Box 3.1 (Cont’d)

4. Meanwhile, the poverty situation of new-arrival households also saw visible
improvement between 2009 and 2018, far outpacing that of single-parent households.
In particular, both the pre- and post-intervention poverty rates of new-arrival households
in 2018 fell to record lows (since 2009) of 34.4% and 27.5% respectively (Figure 3.5).
This was due to an increased proportion of working population and their upgraded skill
levels in the overall new-arrival households over the period, and the strengthened
poverty alleviation impact of recurrent cash measures on this group. In 2018, thanks to
the enhanced WFA and OALA, the poverty alleviation effectiveness reached a new
high. Comparing the pre- and post-intervention poverty statistics, recurrent cash
measures helped lift 4 600 new-arrival households (17 400 persons) out of poverty,
bringing down the poverty rate by 6.9 percentage points in 2018. These three figures
were all higher than those of 2017 (3 700 households, 14 100 persons and 6.0
percentage points respectively).

Figure 3.5: Poor population and poverty rate of new-arrival households,
2009-2018

Post-intervention

Pre-intervention  (recurrent cash)
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Poverty rate (RHS) ——
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Source:  General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.

Socio-economic and other characteristics of single-parent and new-arrival
households

5. The poverty rates of single-parent and new-arrival households were higher than
the overall level mainly as most of the working households in these groups had only
one working member but more children to raise. These households had on average 1.3
and 1.0 child(ren) per household respectively, far more than that of overall households
in Hong Kong (0.4 child) and hence carrying a heavier family burden.
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Box 3.1 (Cont’d)

6. In recent years, amid more notable improvement in the poverty situation of new-
arrival households, the poverty rate of single-parent households continued to be higher
than that of the former. This generally reflects that single-parent households were less
likely to benefit from the positive impacts brought by favourable economic and labour
market conditions during the period as they had a lower proportion of working
households due to family commitments. Further analysis of their socio-economic
characteristics reveals that single-parent poor households had a lower proportion of
working households (36.6%). Many of the employed only undertook part-time work
(40.9%), and their underemployment rate was also higher (4.0%). These suggest that a
large number of single parents could not fully participate in the job market due to child
care responsibilities, which meant lower incomes and thus more than six-tenths (62.5%)
of pre-intervention poor households had to apply for CSSA. In contrast, new-arrival
poor households were more capable of self-reliance, with a higher proportion of
working households (64.0%), a larger share of full-time workers among employed
persons (76.9%) and usually longer working hours. While working members therein
were generally less educated and mostly engaged in lower-skilled jobs, given a notably
higher share of households with elders (24.8%) than that of single-parent households
(9.2%), more of those with financial needs could apply for OALA (Figures 3.6 and 3.7).
As such, new-arrival poor households could benefit more from the continuous rises in
wages and the poverty alleviation initiatives rolled out by the Government in recent
years, and the respective declines in both pre- and post-intervention poverty rates
between 2009 and 2018 were more discernible than those of single-parent households.

Figure 3.6: Selected characteristics of single-parent and
new-arrival poor households, 2018

Single-parent poor households New-arrival poor households All poor households

(a) Proportion of post-intervention poor households with (b) Proportion of pre-intervention poorhouseholds

0 selected characteristics 0 receiving selected benefits

(%) (%)

100 100

100.0

80 75.5 80
64.0 66.2
62.5
60 | 579 60 |
46.3
22 38.3

- 36.6 : -

40 833 40
26.2 248 25.2
21.1 179 21.2
20 20 13.0
9.2 95
54
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With-children ~ With-elder(s) Working Residing in PRH CSSA LIFA/WFA OALA/OAA/DA

2017 : 100.0 765 285 132 30.4 56.9 356 66.0 346 64.0 46.3 37.7 615 234 27.1 11.7 146 4.4 105 26.2 44.3

Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.
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Box 3.1 (Cont’d)

Figure 3.7: Selected characteristics of single-parent and
new-arrival working poor members, 2018

LHS: Single-parent working poor members New-arrival working poor members  All working poor members
RHS: 4 15th percentile 25th percentile Median @ 75th percentile X 85th percentile
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Note: Based on statistics after recurrent cash intervention.
Source: General Household Surwvey, Census and Statistics Department.
7. It is noteworthy that when comparing the poverty alleviation effectiveness of

recurrent cash policies on these two groups of households in 2018, the reduction in
poverty rate of single-parent households was 13.1 percentage points, far greater than
that of new-arrival households (6.9 percentage points). Analysing in terms of individual
recurrent cash benefits shows that more than six-tenths (62.5%) of the pre-intervention
single-parent poor households received CSSA, a proportion appreciably higher than that
of all poor households (25.2%), while another 13.0% received WFA (Figure 3.6).
Relatively speaking, although the share of pre-intervention new-arrival poor households
receiving WFA was slightly larger (17.9%), the share of those receiving CSSA was
visibly smaller (21.1%, down further by 2.3 percentage points as compared with 2017),
thus leading to a smaller reduction in their poverty rate after recurrent cash intervention.
It 1s worth mentioning that a significant proportion of poor households in these two
groups were residing in PRH (with corresponding shares of 66.2% and 42.2%
respectively after recurrent cash intervention) and thereby enjoyed considerable
housing protection.
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(b)
3.4

3.5

Analysis by housing type

An analysis of the 2018 poverty statistics by housing type (Figure 3.8) reveals
the following key observations:

>

The majority of the poor population resided in PRH or owner-
occupied housing: before policy intervention, about half (50.3% or
707 200 persons) of the poor population resided in PRH. Even after
policy intervention, more than four-tenths (42.4% or 434 100 persons)
of the poor population resided in PRH, with another four-tenths or so
(43.8% or 448 200 persons) residing in owner-occupied housing and
about one-tenth (10.5% or 107 900 persons) in private rental housing.

The majority of owner-occupier poor households were without
mortgages, and more than half of the poor population therein were
elders: after policy intervention, nine-tenths of the owner-occupier poor
households were without mortgages. Among the poor population in
these households, more than eight-tenths (84.3%) were economically
inactive, with nearly six-tenths (58.2%) being elders. Furthermore, more
than eight-tenths of the poor elders residing in non-CSSA owner-
occupier households had no financial needs, with a certain proportion of
them being “income-poor, owning property of certain value” elders®.

The poverty alleviation effect of policy intervention was more
distinct in PRH poor households: although the pre-intervention
poverty rate of PRH households was comparatively high, the reduction
in poverty rate after factoring in the recurrent cash benefits was
noticeable (13.1 percentage points). This is related to the fact that there
were relatively more PRH poor households (before policy intervention)
receiving recurrent cash benefits (such as CSSA or OALA) compared
with the poor households of other housing types.

It should be noted that the post-intervention poverty statistics have taken into
account the recurrent cash benefits and taxation. In general, as the analytical
framework of the poverty line focuses on lower-income household groups, the
impact of taxation (in particular salaries tax) on their income was insignificant.
Nevertheless, with the general uptrend of private rent over the past few years,

the rates / Government rent payable by the households residing in private

properties went up in tandem. Moreover, the proportion of poor households
residing in owner-occupied housing or private rental housing (after policy
intervention) was on the rise (from 50.0% in 2009 to 57.3% in 2018), and many

63 Box 2.2 of Chapter 2 provides further analysis of the situation of these elders.
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elders residing in these households had low or even no income. The increase
in rates / Government rent as indirect taxes could have some negative impacts
on the post-intervention incomes of these poor households®. It is worth noting
that the one-off rates waiver provided by the Government annually since the
2007/08 Budget has relieved to a certain extent the burden of the general public
in this respect. Yet, the mitigating effect of this non-recurrent measure cannot
be reflected in the present main analytical framework which is based on the
poverty statistics after recurrent cash intervention.

Figure 3.8: Poverty rate and poor population by housing type, 2018
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Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.

64

After netting out the impacts of taxation, the number of poor households, the size of the poor population and
the poverty rate after policy intervention in 2018 were 406 200 households, 955 700 persons and 13.9%
respectively, which were 28 600 households, 68 600 persons and 1.0 percentage point below the
corresponding figures with the effect of taxation factored in.
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3.6 Observations based on the analysis of the socio-economic characteristics of
households by housing type are as follows (Figure 3.9):

»  After policy intervention, both PRH and private tenants in poverty had a
visibly higher proportion of with-children households compared with
that in overall poor households, thereby having a heavier family burden.
Furthermore, though over 40% of the households in these two groups
were working households (much higher than the share of 25.8% in
owner-occupier poor households) and about 70% of their members were
working full-time, many of them had lower educational attainment and
were engaged in lower-skilled jobs with relatively limited employment
earnings.

»  As for owner-occupier poor households, 45.1% of them were elderly
households, and almost 70% were households with elderly members. In
terms of poor population, 45.9% living in owner-occupier poor
households were elders. It is noteworthy that about nine-tenths of the
households of this housing type were mortgage-free and only a very
small share (only 3.0%) of them were receiving CSSA. Most (81.1%)
of the non-CSSA owner-occupier poor households had no financial
needs. As mentioned in Box 2.2, some of them were estimated to be
retired elders owning private housing as assets.

Figure 3.9: Selected socio-economic characteristics of poor households
by housing type, 2018
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Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.
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(©)
3.7

Analysis in terms of age of household head

Section 2.VI has analysed the poverty situation and its trend by age of
household head from 2009 to 2018. As the household head is the key decision
maker of a family with his / her age closely related to the economic
characteristics of the household, the age of household head already has certain
implications on the poverty risk of the household in question. Focusing on the
situation in 2018, comparing households with elderly head aged 65 and above
with those with head aged 18 to 64, the former had more elderly retirees and
lower proportions of both working households and working population. Hence
its pre-intervention poverty rate was visibly higher than that of households with
head aged 18 to 64. Having said that, as households with elderly head aged 65
and above had a higher coverage of receiving the Government’s cash benefits,
the poverty rate reduction was more noticeable (12.0 percentage points) after
policy intervention in comparison to that of households with head aged 18 to
64 (3.7 percentage points). The poverty alleviation effect of OALA was
particularly discernible for households with elderly head (Figure 3.10).

Figure 3.10: Poverty rate and poor population by age of household head, 2018
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Analysis of the Risk of Poverty by Characteristic of Selected Household
Groups

Understanding the causes and risks of poverty for different household groups
helps identify the policy direction for formulating more targeted and effective
measures. This section examines the poverty forms and situations of different
groups by socio-economic characteristic, housing type and age of household
head in 2018. The key observations are as follows:

>

2018

Employment effectively reduces poverty risk: since household
income is the only benchmark for drawing up the poverty line, it is
naturally easier for households with employment earnings to stay out of
poverty. Asshown in Figure 3.11, the higher the proportion of full-time
workers in households, the lower their risk of falling below the poverty
line. For example, the proportion of full-time workers in working
households was 52.4% (relatively high versus the proportions in other
household groups), and its poverty rate (before policy intervention) was
only 11.9%. In contrast, the poverty rate of unemployed households with
no employment earnings was high at 80.3%. Similarly, since most of
the elderly, CSSA and economically inactive households as well as
households with elderly head lacked employment earnings, their poverty
rates were higher.

Figure 3.11: The higher the proportion of full-time workers,

the lower the poverty rate
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Poverty statistics refer to statistics before recurrent cash intervention.
General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.
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In 2018, the poverty situation of non-CSSA working households after
policy intervention improved somewhat compared with that in 2017,
with the poverty rate down from 7.8% to 7.7%, involving a total of
138 500 households and 454 600 poor persons (accounting for 44.4% of
the overall poor population). Incomes of these households were still
below the poverty line even with working members to support the
families. Such a situation warrants attention. Box 3.2 provides further
analysis on the poverty situation of this group in terms of its socio-
economic characteristics.

»  Skills upgrading helps lower poverty risk: workers engaged in higher-

skilled occupations usually have higher employment earnings and are
naturally at a lower risk of falling below the poverty line. Taking youth
households as an example, 70.2% of their working members were
engaged in higher-skilled occupations and their pre-intervention poverty
rate was 10.3%. In contrast, with only 26.3% and 20.4% of the working
members in single-parent households and new-arrival households
respectively being higher-skilled, the poverty rates of these two
household groups were visibly higher, at 48.1% and 34.4% respectively
(Figure 3.12).

Figure 3.12: Household groups with higher proportions of higher-skilled
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» A higher dependency ratio leads to higher poverty risk: in
households with more children or elders to take care of (such as single-
parent households and with-children households), members aged 18 to
64 may have difficulty in juggling work and family (Figure 3.13), which
naturally results in lower employment earnings. Generally speaking, a
higher dependency ratio implies heavier family burden on households,
and hence a higher poverty rate (Figure 3.14). It should be noted that
while grassroots employees have generally enjoyed appreciable real
increases in wages attributable to the state of full employment in the
labour market in recent years and the uprating of SMW rate, it remains
difficult for a household to earn an income above the poverty line if it
has quite a number of dependants but only one breadwinner. Taking 4-
person households in 2018 as an example, the pre-intervention poverty
rate of those with only one working member was as high as 37.3%, but
that of those with two or more working members was only 4.8%.

Figure 3.13: Proportion of dependants and economically inactive members
in poor households
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Figure 3.14: Household groups with higher proportions
of children and elders have higher poverty rate
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Recurrent cash benefits are important tools for poverty alleviation:
the recurrent cash measures offered by the Government are targeted in
nature, providing households with assistance according to their financial
needs. In 2018, such measures benefitted a majority (85.0%) of the pre-
intervention poor households. The amount of cash benefits received by
CSSA households was the highest among all socio-economic groups,
which was natural as CSSA is designed to help the most underprivileged
group in the community to meet their basic living needs. As such, the
reduction in poverty rate of CSSA households after policy intervention
was also the most prominent. Meanwhile, the amount of cash benefits
received by household groups lacking employment earnings and thus
facing a higher risk of poverty (such as elderly households) was also
considerable. However, the coverage of cash assistance for working
households was lower as many of them were self-reliant. The reduction
in poverty rate of working households after policy intervention was
hence less visible compared with the aforementioned household groups
(Figure 3.15).

Figure 3.15: Recurrent cash benefits play an important role

in reducing poverty risk
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General Household Surwvey, Census and Statistics Department.
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Box 3.2
Poverty Situation of Non-CSSA Working Households

Working households accounted for around four-tenths of non-CSSA poor
households. Whilst having working members, these self-reliant households still earned
incomes below the poverty line. This situation warrants attention. When the
Government announced the first official poverty line and analysis of the poverty
situation in Hong Kong in 2013, low-income working households not receiving CSSA
were identified as the group that deserved most priority attention. To alleviate the
financial burden of these households, LIFA was rolled out in 2016. In 2018, LIFA was
renamed as WFA in tandem with the implementation of a series of enhancement
measures. To continuously monitor the poverty situation of this household group, this
box article provides an update on its poverty statistics and briefly analyses its socio-
economic characteristics.

The latest poverty situation of non-CSSA working poor households

2. In 2018, the pre-intervention poverty rate of non-CSSA working households rose
to 10.6%, up by 0.2 percentage point over 2017. The number of poor households and
persons living therein also went up to 186 000 households and 621 700 persons
respectively.  Fortunately, the respective post-intervention situation improved as
compared to 2017 amid the strengthened poverty alleviation effectiveness of the overall
recurrent cash benefits, thanks to a higher proportion of non-CSSA working households
receiving WFA as the scheme targeted mostly for the household group in question. The
number of poor households and persons living therein fell by 300 households and 4 400
persons to 138 500 households and 454 600 persons respectively. Meanwhile, the
poverty rate also edged down by 0.1 percentage point to 7.7%, far lower than the overall
poverty rate of 14.9%. Compared with 2009, the three poverty indicators declined
notably by 7 600 households, 41 200 persons and 1.2 percentage points respectively
(Figure 3.16).

Figure 3.16: Poor population and poverty rate of
non-CSSA working households, 2009-2018
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Box 3.2 (Cont’d)

3. A comparison of the pre- and post-intervention poverty figures shows that in
2018, recurrent cash benefits brought down the poverty rate of non-CSSA working
households by 2.9 percentage points. The reduction was higher than that in 2017 (2.6
percentage points), mainly owing to the strengthened poverty alleviation effectiveness
of WFA (please refer to paragraph 5 for details).

Socio-economic characteristics of non-CSSA working poor households

4. Focusing on the socio-economic characteristics of non-CSSA working poor
households (after policy intervention) in 2018, it was evident that these households were
generally larger in size with three or more persons (80.6%), and nearly half of them had
children (Figure 3.17). However, 83.2% of these households had only one working
member, each having to support 1.8 family members on average (i.e. 2.8 members
inclusive of the working member(s)). The proportion was even higher for both with-
children households and new-arrival households (2.2 members), reflecting a much
heavier living burden compared with the overall non-CSSA working households
(0.7 member) (Table 3.2). While the share of households with total number of hours
worked by all working members not less than 144 hours per month was more than
seven-tenths, it was still lower than that of the overall working households. In addition,
these working persons usually had lower educational attainment and skill levels, with
42.2% attaining up to lower secondary education only, 85.0% engaging in lower-skilled
occupations and 29.3% only working part-time or being underemployed.

Figure 3.17: Selected socio-economic characteristics of poor households, 2018
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Box 3.2 (Cont’d)
Table 3.2: Non-CSSA working households by social characteristic, 2018

Average number of | Workless-
) Number of .
Social Population person(s) to-
. households .
characteristics (:000) ("000) per household employed
All ' Employed | Child ratio”
Poor households 138.5 454.6 3.3 1.2 0.7 1.8
With-children 68.2 258.8 3.8 1.2 1.5 2.2
New-arrival 12.9 48.2 3.7 1.2 1.3 2.2
Single-parent 7.3 22.7 3.1 1.1 1.3 1.8
All households 1995.0 5874.0 2.9 1.7 0.4 0.7

Notes: (~) Denote the number of workless members (including economically inactive members and unemployed members)
supported by one employed member on average.
Poverty statistics refer to statistics after recurrent cash intervention.

Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.

Effectiveness of WFA in poverty alleviation for non-CSSA working households

5. In 2018, WFA lifted 11 400 non-CSSA working households with 42 400 family
members therein, including 17 500 children, out of poverty. The reduction in poverty
rate at 0.7 percentage point was larger than the 0.5 percentage point in 2017. The
introduction of a series of enhancement measures for WFA in 2018, besides adjusting
the eligibility criteria in respect of household size, working hours and income, also
raised the allowance rates markedly and hence the beneficiaries’ household incomes.
This was the key factor behind a further increase in the impact of WFA on poverty
alleviation over the preceding year®. The poverty alleviation effectiveness of WFA was
more pronounced for with-children and single-parent poor households. It lowered their
poverty rates by 1.5 percentage points and 2.2 percentage points respectively (the
corresponding reductions were 0.9 percentage point and 1.9 percentage points
respectively in 2017), a manifestation of WFA’s targeted nature with the provision of
Child Allowance under the scheme (Table 3.3).

Table 3.3: Poverty alleviation effectiveness of WFA for
selected household groups, 2018

Non-CSSA . . .
working With-children | Single-parent All households
households households

households
Number of beneficiary 52 600 40 300 8100 52 600
households
Poverty alleviation effectiveness* (Reduction)
Number of poor 11 400 10 000 1500 11 400
households
Size of poor population 42 400 38 500 4 300 42 400
Number of poor 17 500 17 500 2100 17 500
children
Poverty rate™ (% point) 0.7 1.5 2.2 0.6

Notes: (*) The poverty alleviation effectiveness was calculated by comparing the pre-intervention and post-intervention
(recurrent cash) figures.
(~) The change in poverty rate was calculated using rounded figures.
Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.

65 Of the 4 400 additional households lifted out of poverty, around 85% had already met the income and
working hour requirements for applying for LIFA before its enhancement.
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Box 3.2 (Cont’d)

Non-CSSA working poor households which met the income and working hour
requirements of WFA but did not apply for it

6. It is noteworthy that while there were 16 000 households still living below the
poverty line after receiving WFA, their average monthly poverty gap ($2,600) was
noticeably smaller than that of the overall non-CSSA working poor households ($3,700).
This reflects the improvement in the livelithood of poor households to a certain extent
after benefitting from WFA.

7. Meanwhile, though 112 600 households of the post-intervention non-CSSA
working poor households met the income and working hour requirements of WFA in
2018, more than 85% (or 96 600 households) had yet to apply for the allowance.
Compared with the poor households who had applied for WFA, non-CSSA working
poor households making no such application had a higher proportion of with-elderly
households (33.4%); about half of them had no children, and nearly three-tenths had
only one child. The proportion of households receiving OALA or OAA was higher
while that of those receiving education benefits was lower. The proportion of those in
owner-occupied housing (40.4%) was also about twice the corresponding proportion of
poor households applying for WFA. About 35% (36.9%) of such households had total
monthly working hours of less than 192 hours (i.e. the working hour threshold for
receiving the Higher Allowance) (Figure 3.18). The above diversities in family
composition and employment situation might suggest that the needs of households who
had yet to apply for WFA could vary; and that these households’ propensity to apply for
WFA could be relatively lower due to their personal circumstances®®. The Government
will continue to promote WFA actively, and assist eligible households in applying for
the allowance through a multi-pronged approach.

Figure 3.18: Selected characteristics of non-CSSA working poor households
meeting the income and working hour requirements for applying for WFA
by whether receiving the allowance, 2018
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66 For instance, they were ineligible for the Child Allowance, or failed to meet the working hour requirements
for the Higher Allowance, or their assets exceeded the limit (because, for example, their elderly member(s)
had some savings).

p. 87




Hong Kong Poverty Situation Report 2018
Chapter 3: Further Analysis of the 2018 Poverty Situation

Box 3.2 (Cont’d)

8. As at end-September 2019, there were more than 56 000 households benefitting
from WFA, involving about 190 000 persons. Amongst, more than 46 000 of them were
“active WFA households®’ (involving more than 150 000 persons), representing a 67%
increase as compared to the beneficiaries of the last cycle of LIFA in March 2018 (i.e.
before the implementation of the enhancements took effect in April 2018). This
demonstrates that WFA is more effective than the previous LIFA Scheme in assisting
non-CSSA working households with lower income. The above analysis also fully
demonstrates that the WFA Scheme, which is targeted in nature and designed to promote
employment, is effective in improving the poverty situation of with-children working
families. Having considered the suggested improvement measures of the CSSA Scheme
by the Government, in order to preserve the relativity and balance between the financial
position of WFA households and CSSA households so that lower-income working
households would not be discouraged to remain in active employment and resort to
CSSA, the Chief Executive’s 2019 Policy Address proposed to raise all payment rates
of WFA substantially. The working-hour linked household allowance of the Scheme
will be increased by 16.7% to 25% and the Child Allowance by a substantial 40%. It is
believed that the proposed increase in WFA payments will offer further assistance to
working poor households who are not on CSSA and work for longer hours (such as
engaging full-time employment).

67 The claim period of a WFA application covers the immediate past six calendar months before submission,
with the amounts of allowances to be determined on a monthly basis. The term “active households” refers
to households approved with WFA and with their last applications submitted in a cycle of six months. It is
different from the total number of beneficiaries of the WFA Scheme since its launch (i.e. more than 56 000
households), as the latter includes households who had successfully applied for WFA but chose not to re-
apply due to their personal circumstances.
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Box 3.3

Poverty Situation of Working Persons
with Post-secondary Educational Attainment

In 2018, the poverty situation of working persons after recurrent cash
intervention remained stable with a poverty rate of 4.9%. Not only far below the overall
poverty rate of 14.9%, it was also lower than its own level back in 2009 (5.7%). Among
them, the poverty rate of working persons with post-secondary educational attainment
(PSEA)®® was only 2.1%. Notwithstanding its very low level, the poverty rate has
moved up gradually since 2011 (1.3%). This box article focuses on their poverty trend
and socio-economic characteristics so as to understand the causes of poverty.

Poor population and poverty rate of working persons with PSEA

2. After recurrent cash intervention, the overall poor population in 2018 was
1 024 300 persons, of whom only 16.6% (170 100 persons) were working persons. The
majority of these working poor (80.9%) had attained upper secondary education or
below. Working poor with PSEA amounted to 32 400 persons, accounting for just a
small share (3.2% only) of the overall poor. Over half of these working poor with PSEA
(57.7% or 18 700 persons) had a degree or higher academic qualification, while the rest
had non-degree post-secondary education (Figure 3.19).

Figure 3.19: Overall population and working poor population
by educational attainment, 2018

Population in domestic households*
(6 885 000 persons)

Economically active Working poor population
( \ poor population by educational attainment

(205 500 persons) (170 100 persons)

Post-secondary

p Degree orabove
Economically inactive . (32 400 persons)\\ (18 700 persons)
poor population Working poor
(818 700 persons)” population \_Non-degree
i (170100 persons) ~ Upper secondary (13 700 persons)

Non-poor population (65 500 persons)
(5 860 700 persons) p

. Unemployed poor
. population
(35400 persons) ' Lower secondary
or below
% (72 200 persons)
Notes: (*) Excluding foreign domestic helpers and institutional population. \

Poverty statistics refer to statistics after recurrent cash intervention.
Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.

3. Regarding the poverty rate of working poor, it had all along been below 6.0%
since 2009, while the corresponding figure was 4.9% in 2018, lower than one-third of
the overall poverty rate of 14.9%. Further analysis by educational attainment reveals
that the higher the educational attainment, the lower the poverty rate in general. The
poverty rate of working persons with lower secondary education or below was 9.2%,
and that of those with upper secondary education was 5.5%. That of those with PSEA
was as low as 2.1% (degree or above: 1.6%; non-degree: 4.1%), far below the
corresponding poverty rates of most of the household groups by socio-economic
characteristic (Figure 3.20).

68 It refers to the percentage of poor working persons with PSEA among the total working population with
PSEA.
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Figure 3.20: Poverty rate by selected household group and
working person group, 2018

Economically inactive
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Household Single-parent
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With-children
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Working
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Upper secondary 55
Wo rklng Overall 4.9
person —
group

Post-secondary: non-degree 4.1

Post-secondary 2.1

Post-secondary: degree or above 16

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70
Poverty rate after recurrent cash intervention (%)

Note: Poverty statistics refer to statistics after recurrent cash intervention.
Source:  General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.

The poverty trend of working persons with PSEA between 2009 and 2018

4. In 2018, the overall poor population and the poverty rate of working persons
with PSEA were 32 400 persons and 2.1% respectively, up by 5 000 persons and 0.2
percentage point over 2017%°. The figures were also higher than the corresponding ones
recorded in 2009 (17 100 persons and 1.6% respectively) (Figure 3.21). This reflected
a sharp rise of nearly 0.45 million working persons with higher academic qualifications
(or a cumulative growth of 42.2%) amid popularisation of post-secondary education
over the past nine years. Some of them might face relatively higher poverty risks owing
to their individual socio-economic characteristics (see ensuing paragraphs).

Figure 3.21: Population and poverty rate of working poor with PSEA, 2009-2018
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Source:  General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.

69 Over 75% (3 900 persons) of the additional poor population were working persons who had attained post-
secondary education at non-degree level. Their poverty rate went up by 1.0 percentage point from a year
ago to 4.1%, visibly higher than that of working persons who had a degree (0.1 percentage point).
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Socio-economic characteristics of working poor with PSEA

5.

Compared with the overall working poor, those with PSEA in 2018 ° were

younger, and many of them were working and studying at the same time. They had a
larger share of part-timers, relatively shorter working hours, and hence rather limited
employment earnings. Additionally, most of them resided in larger households and
were mostly the only working household member, shouldering a heavy family burden.
As such, their household income remained relatively low albeit better education and
larger proportion of higher-skilled workers (Table 3.4 and Figure 3.22). Specifically:

70

71

>

Higher proportion of youths and persons who were student workers:
analysed by age, nearly half (46.3%) of the working poor with PSEA
were youths aged 18 to 29, and over 45% (46.6%) of them were student
workers. The two figures were markedly higher than those of the overall
working poor (15.9% and 28.2% respectively).

Higher proportion of part-timers and shorter working hours: their
proportion of part-timers (including the underemployed) was 39.2%,
higher than the corresponding ratio in the overall working poor (30.8%).
Moreover, nearly half (48.5%) worked less than 144 hours per month and
only 28.5% worked 192 hours or more’! per month. The latter was also
lower than that of the overall working poor (41.0%). This reflected their
shorter working hours even when having full-time jobs.

Higher proportion of higher-skilled workers: nearly four-tenths of
them were engaged in higher-skilled occupations. Such a proportion was
higher than that of the overall working poor (14.6%). About eight-tenths
of them were associate professionals.  Their median monthly
employment earnings was around $9,000, conceivably due to the shorter
years of service or part-time work undertaken among some of them.

Generally from households with three or more persons: almost 85%
of them resided in large households with three or more persons. Most of
them (nearly seven-tenths) were the only working member. Similar to
the situation of the overall working poor, a heavier family burden was
one of the causes of their poverty.

Higher proportion of not receiving any recurrent cash benefits: their
proportion of households receiving recurrent cash benefits (62.4%) was
lower than that of the overall working poor households (72.2%). Among
them, only 8.2% received WFA. Although this proportion was slightly
higher than that recorded in the preceding year (7.1%), it was still lower

Analysed by gender, males accounted for more than half (52.2%) of the working poor with PSEA in 2018.
The poverty rates of males and females were similar, standing at 2.1% and 2.2% respectively.

The minimum total household working hour requirement for WFA (non-single-parent households) was 144
hours per month while that for the Higher Allowance of WFA was 192 hours per month.
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than the overall figure of 14.9%. This might be attributable to the lower
proportion of with-children households (34.8%) among them and the fact
that many of them were part-timers and did not meet the eligibility

requirement on working hours’?.

Table 3.4: Selected socio-economic characteristics of working poor
with PSEA and overall working poor, 2018

Working poor
With PSEA Overall
Number of poor persons 32 400 170 100
Age characteristics of working persons
18 - 29 (%) 46.3 15.9
among whom: student worker” (%) 46.6 28.2
30 - 64 (%) 51.1 78.1
65 or above (%) 2.6 5.4
Employment characteristics of working persons
Part-time (including underemployed) (%) 39.2 30.8
Median monthly working hours (hours) 53 70
Median monthly employment earnings ($) 3,100 4,000
Median monthly working hours (hours) 154 176
Median monthly employment earnings ($) 9,000 10,000
Engaging in higher-skilled occupations (%) 38.3 14.6
Characteristics of households*
With-children households (%) 34.8 49.8
Households with only one working member (%) 67.2 71.0
Households receiving any recurrent cash benefits (%) 62.4 72.2
Average household size (persons) 3.3 3.3

Notes: (*) Refer to employed persons who had attended schools/education institutes (including part-time and distance
learning programmes).
(*) Referring to the proportion of working persons residing in households with respective characteristics to all
working persons in respective groups.
Poverty statistics refer to statistics after recurrent cash intervention.
Source:  General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.

72 In 2018, about 75.3% of the households of the working poor with PSEA met the income and working hour
requirements for WFA, which was slightly lower than the corresponding figure of the overall poor population
(79.8%).
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Figure 3.22: Distribution of monthly working hours and employment earnings
of working poor with PSEA and overall working poor, 2018
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Poverty statistics refer to statistics after recurrent cash intervention.
General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.
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6. Figures regarding some of the above factors have also increased over the past
nine years. For instance, the proportion of working poor with PSEA residing in larger
households (household of three or more persons) went up from 78.4% in 2009 to 84.0%
in 2018; that of those being student workers among youths aged 18 to 29 went up from
38.0% to 46.6%; and that of those working part-time (including being underemployed)
went up from 32.8% to 39.2%. These, to some extent, resulted in a higher poverty risk
for the aforementioned working persons.

7. The above analysis shows that many of the working poor with PSEA were young
people working and studying at the same time, and most of them were engaged in part-
time jobs. As mentioned in Box 2.3, many of them are expected to see their income
increase and poverty risk decrease over time after switching to full-time employment
upon graduation and gaining work experience. For the older working poor, as
mentioned in Box 3.2, the Chief Executive’s 2019 Policy Address announced the marked
increase of all WFA payments (with the increase in Child Allowance by as much as
40%). This should help relieve the burden of some persons and their families. The
Government will continue to monitor the poverty situation of working persons.
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3.1

3.9

Poverty Situation by District

Analysed by the 18 District Council districts, it is found that in 2018, before
policy intervention, districts with larger poor population were Kwun Tong,
Yuen Long, Sha Tin, Kwai Tsing and Tuen Mun; and districts with higher
poverty rates were Kwun Tong, Wong Tai Sin, North district, Sham Shui Po
and Kwai Tsing. After policy intervention, the poverty situation improved in
varying degrees across all districts, with generally more appreciable
improvements in districts with higher poverty rates (Figure 3.23).

Figure 3.23: Poverty rate and poor population by District Council district, 2018
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Note: [] Figures in square brackets denote the percentage point(s) reductions in the poverty rates.
Source: General Household Surwvey, Census and Statistics Department.
3.10 A comparison of the post-intervention poverty situation of the 18 districts as

shown in the poverty map reveals that the poverty rate of Kwun Tong was the
highest (18.8%) among all districts, and the corresponding rates of North
district, Sham Shui Po, Yau Tsim Mong, Tuen Mun, Wong Tai Sin, Kwai Tsing
and Yuen Long were higher than the overall average (Figure 3.24). This was
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Note:

3.11

similar to the situation in 2017 when the poverty rates of the above districts
(except for Yau Tsim Mong) exceeded the overall poverty rate in the same
period.

Figure 3.24: Poverty map by District Council district, 2018
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Based on poverty statistics after recurrent cash intervention.
Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.

Focusing on districts with higher poverty rates, the annual changes in the post-
intervention poverty rates in 2018 actually shows improvements in Yuen Long,
Wong Tai Sin, Sham Shui Po and Tuen Mun. Such improvement was most
visible in Yuen Long (1.4 percentage points), possibly due to a notable increase
in the proportion of working persons engaged in higher-skilled jobs in the
district. Yet, the poverty rates of Yau Tsim Mong and Kwun Tong rose notably
by 1.7 and 1.6 percentage points respectively (Table 3.5). The shares of elderly
population in households in the two districts went higher over a year earlier.
As most of these elderly members were retirees without employment earnings,
they faced a higher risk of poverty. This situation was particularly profound in
Yau Tsim Mong. Meanwhile in Kwun Tong, where the share of full-time
workers was on the decline, the poverty situation of working households
worsened compared with the previous year. Please refer to the Synopsis in
Section 3.VI and Appendix 5 for detailed poverty statistics analysed by
District Council district.
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3.12 It is worth mentioning that while the poverty situation in Yau Tsim Mong
deteriorated amid population ageing in the district, appreciable improvements
as compared with 2009 were observed in other districts where the poverty
situation was relatively pronounced. Among them, Yuen Long and Sham Shui
Po saw the most significant declines in poverty rates (4.4 and 3.6 percentage
points respectively). Such improvements were attributable to general increases
in the proportions of full-time workers and working members engaged in
higher-skilled jobs in these districts, as well as the various targeted recurrent
cash policies introduced by the Government over the past few years. These
districts with higher proportion of income poor households were able to benefit
the most from the measures in the first place.

Table 3.5: Poverty rates and their changes by
selected District Council district, 2018
District Council Poverty rate (%) Change (percentage point(s))
district 2017 2018 2018 over 2017 | 2018 over 2009

Kwun Tong 17.2 18.8 +1.6 -0.6

North 17.5 18.1 +0.6 -0.3

Sham Shui Po 17.0 16.6 -0.4 -3.6

Yau Tsim Mong 14.3 16.0 +1.7 +1.4

Tuen Mun 15.9 15.8 -0.1 -14

Wong Tai Sin 16.4 15.6 -0.8 -2.3

Kwai Tsing 15.2 154 +0.2 -3.0

Yuen Long 16.7 15.3 -14 -4.4

Overall 14.7 14.9 +0.2 -1.1

Note:  Based on poverty statistics after recurrent cash intervention.

Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.

3.13

A focused analysis of the forms of poverty in the eight districts with higher-
than-overall poverty rates further reveals that the child poverty rates in these
districts were all higher than the overall average, and their shares of CSSA
households and single-parent households were also generally higher. In the
four districts with highest poverty rates, the shares of new-arrival households
were likewise higher than the overall average. Furthermore, except for Yuen
Long, all the other seven districts had higher-than-overall shares of non-CSSA
working poor persons. This suggests that a less favourable employment
situation was one of the major contributors to the higher poverty rates in these
districts (Table 3.6). It is noteworthy that all the figures of Kwun Tong and
North district were higher than the overall averages of all these selected
indicators.
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Table 3.6 : Selected socio-economic characteristics of districts

with higher-than-overall poverty rates, 2018

Shna:)rr?_of Share of | Share | Share of | Share of
District Council Elderly: Child CSSA non-CSSA of single- new-
Jo poverty poverty . iunemployed | CSSA | parent | arrival
district working
rate rate oor poor house- | house- house-
per;sons* persons™  holds™ | holds” holds”
Kwun Tong X X X X X X X
North X X X X X X X
Sham Shui Po X X X X X
Yau Tsim Mong X X X X
Tuen Mun x x x x x
Wong Tai Sin X X X X
Kwai Tsing X X x X X
Yuen Long X X X x X
Overall 30.9%  16.8% @ 4.5% 0.9% 6.2% @ 2.7% 3.0%

Notes: (~) Share in the labour force of the corresponding districts.
(™) Share in the total number of domestic households of the corresponding districts.

“x”  represents a higher-than-overall share in the corresponding districts.

Poverty statistics refer to statistics after recurrent cash intervention.

Source:

General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.
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3.1V

3.14

3.15

3.16

3.17

Key Observations

In 2018, the post-intervention poverty rates of unemployed, economically
inactive and elderly households were the highest three (70.5%, 59.8% and
48.9% respectively) among all socio-economic groups. The corresponding
poverty rate of working households (8.0%) was far lower than the overall
average (14.9%), demonstrating that employment is the best way to prevent
poverty.

Further analysis of the forms of poverty of households shows that household
groups with higher proportions of working population and higher skill levels
among employed persons generally tended to benefit more from favourable
labour market conditions, and had relatively lower poverty rates compared with
other groups. This once again signifies the importance of employment and
skills upgrading in poverty alleviation and prevention.

On the other hand, families with a higher dependency ratio were generally at
higher poverty risk. Take single-parent and new-arrival households as
examples, their child dependency ratios were 898 and 451 respectively, much
higher than the corresponding ratio of the overall households (215).
Notwithstanding some gradual improvements over the years, the post-
intervention poverty rates of these two household groups (35.0% and 27.5%
respectively) were still significantly higher than that of the overall average.
Given that single-parent poor households had underage children to take care of,
more than six-tenths of these households lacked members available for work.
Moreover, while there were more working members in new-arrival poor
households, they were mostly engaged in lower-skilled occupations (89.7%)
with lower household income. Similarly, the poverty rates of elderly
households and households with elderly head were also significantly higher
than the overall average. The fact that these households had more retired
members resulted in lack of recurrent employment earnings, and hence higher
poverty rates (48.9% and 27.7% respectively in 2018).

There were around four-tenths of non-CSSA poor households being working
households. Focusing on the 0.14 million non-CSSA working poor households
(totalling 0.45 million persons therein), it can be observed that these households
were usually larger in size with heavy family burden. In 2018, the poverty
situation of this group improved compared with 2017, mainly by virtue of the
strengthened poverty alleviation effects of WFA. As a matter of fact, WFA
alone lifted 11 400 non-CSSA working households in 2018, totalling 42 400
persons therein (including 17 500 children) out of poverty, reducing the poverty
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3.18

3.19

3.20

3.21

rate by 0.7 percentage point which was higher than that in 2017 (0.5 percentage
point).

A consolidated analysis on the poverty risk faced by household groups of
various characteristics reveals that the poverty situation of household groups
was affected not only by economic conditions and labour market performance,
but also by the respective social security coverage ratio and the amount of
assistance received. For example, as single-parent households had a higher
take-up rate of CSSA with a higher amount of allowance compared with new-
arrival households, the reduction in poverty rate after policy intervention was
larger for single-parent households. That said, the poverty rate of new-arrival
households fell to a record low in 2018 as they were able to benefit more from
WEFA given the higher proportion of working households among them.

Meanwhile, the poverty rate of working persons with post-secondary
educational attainment was 2.1% in 2018. Albeit slightly up from the preceding
year, it was significantly lower than the overall poverty rate. These higher-
educated poor persons accounted for only 3.2% of the overall poor population.
Compared with the overall working poor population, they were relatively
younger; nearly half of them were youths aged 18 to 29. Their share of part-
timers was higher (39.2%), almost half of whom were students. Even for those
who were full-time workers, some had comparatively low monthly working
hours and thus limited employment earnings. Furthermore, as many of them
were the sole working member of their households (usually of large size), they
had to shoulder a heavier family burden. Accordingly, though they were better
educated with a considerable number of them engaging in higher-skilled jobs,
they still faced a considerable poverty risk.

Analysed by housing type, after recurrent cash intervention, more than four-
tenths of the poor population resided in PRH, with another four-tenths or so
residing in owner-occupied housing and only about one-tenth were private
tenants. As PRH households generally received more recurrent cash benefits,
the reduction in their poverty rate after policy intervention was larger. While
owner-occupier households had a higher proportion of elders, the percentage of
those receiving CSSA was very low, and most of these households had no
financial needs.

Analysed by the 18 districts in Hong Kong, it is found that the five districts
with the highest post-intervention poverty rates in 2018 were Kwun Tong,
North district, Sham Shui Po, Yau Tsim Mong and Tuen Mun. This was quite
similar to the situation in 2017. It is worth mentioning that many of the districts
facing a more pronounced poverty situation (such as Yuen Long and Sham Shui
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Po) showed appreciable improvements compared with 2009. The
improvements were attributable to the general increases in the proportions of
full-timers and working members engaged in higher-skilled jobs in these
districts during the period, as well as the many targeted recurrent cash policies
introduced by the Government over the past few years. Districts with higher-
than-overall poverty rates generally had lower proportions of working
population and higher proportions of workers engaged in lower-skilled
occupations. The child poverty rates in these districts were also higher than
that of the overall. This is consistent with the analysis in terms of socio-
economic characteristics.

P. 100



Hong Kong Poverty Situation Report 2018
Chapter 3: Further Analysis of the 2018 Poverty Situation

Box 3.4
The Situation of “At-risk-of-poverty” Households

The first-term CoP adopted the concept of “relative poverty”, and set the poverty
line at 50% of the pre-intervention monthly median household income by household
size’®. However, there have been views that multiple poverty lines should be set on top
of that, such as at 60% of the median, for a parallel review of the situation of households
with incomes below and slightly above the poverty line’*. This box article applies the
current poverty line analytical framework to households with incomes below 60% of
the median (hereafter referred to as “at-risk-of-poverty” households) to provide a brief
analysis of the poverty risk and socio-economic characteristics of these households.

2. The thresholds of 50% and 60% of the median household income by household
size in 2018 are as follows:

Table 3.7: Selected percentages of the median household income
before policy intervention by household size, 2018

Level corresponding to the selected percentage of median
household income before policy intervention ($, per month)
: 50% 60%
Household size (i.e. households with incomes | (i.e. households with incomes below

below this threshold are this threshold are considered

considered poor households) at-risk-of-poverty households)
1-person 4,000 4,800
2-person 10,000 12,000
3-person 16,500 19,700
4-person 21,000 25,200
5-person 21,500 25,800
6-person+ 21,800 26,100

Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.

3. By applying the thresholds in Table 3.7, the number of at-risk-of-poverty
households, the population therein and its share of the overall population (hereafter
referred to as “at-risk-of-poverty rate”) in Hong Kong can be computed. As reflected
in Figure 3.25, the trend of the at-risk-of-poverty rate was broadly similar to that of the
poverty rate between 2009 and 2018. After recurrent cash intervention in 2018, there
were 621 800 at-risk-of-poverty households, with 1 554 100 persons therein (Table 3.8)
and the at-risk-of-poverty rate was 22.6%, representing an increase of 0.5 percentage

73 In setting the poverty line, CoP took into account a common practice adopted by some international
organisations (e.g. the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD)) and local NGOs
(e.g. the Hong Kong Council of Social Service (HKCSS) and Oxfam Hong Kong (Oxfam)) to set the main
poverty threshold at 50% of the median household income. On the other hand, if the poverty line was set at
a higher percentage (e.g. 60%) of the median household income before policy intervention, many households
with higher incomes would inevitably be included.

74 The European Union (EU) pegs its “at-risk-of-poverty thresholds” at 60% of the median household income
to monitor the situation of households with relatively low incomes. According to the EU’s definition,
households below the at-risk-of-poverty thresholds have relatively low incomes compared with other
residents of the country, but they are not poor households. It does not necessarily imply that their living
standards are low either.
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point over the previous year (Figure 3.25). A comparison of the situations before and
after policy intervention shows that the at-risk-of-poverty rate was reduced by 3.9
percentage points, slightly higher than the reduction in 2017 by 0.1 percentage point.
This indicates that recurrent cash policies are effective in both poverty alleviation and
prevention.

Table 3.8: Number of at-risk-of-poverty households and population therein
before and after policy intervention, 2017-2018

Pre-intervention Post-intervention
Number (*000) (recurrent cash)
Households | Population | Households | Population

At-risk-of-poverty households
(with incomes below 60% of the median household income)

2018 750.1 1825.2 621.8 1554.1
2017 727.1 1773.9 606.7 1511.7
Annual change® +23.0 +51.3 +15.1 +42.4

Among which: households with incomes between 50% and 60% of the median
household income

2018 137.2 418.7 187.0 529.8
2017 133.0 397.2 186.9 502.9
Annual change® +4.2 +21.5 +0.1 +26.9
Poor households (with incomes below 50% of the median household income)
2018 612.9 1406.5 434.8 1024.3
2017 594.0 1376.6 419.8 1 008.8
Annual change® +18.8 +29.8 +15.0 +15.5
Note: (@) Annual changes are calculated based on unrounded figures.
Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.

Figure 3.25: At-risk-of-poverty rate and poverty rate, 2009-2018

At-risk-of-poverty rate -~  Poverty rate

(a) Pre-intervention (b) Post-intervention (recurrent cash)

(%) 20

40
35 35 L

30 30

26.7 26.7 26.6 261 5 ¢ 26.2 26.3 26.4 p59 265

25 25 1233 235 230 99 221 91 221 226 991 226
206 20.1 19 196 19.9 19,6 197 19.9 20.1 204 e N e Al
20 20 L
16.0 15.7 152 152
21592 445 147 147 149
15 | 15 | 143 143
10 10 +
5t s |

0

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.

P. 102




Hong Kong Poverty Situation Report 2018
Chapter 3: Further Analysis of the 2018 Poverty Situation

Box 3.4 (Cont’d)

4. The number of persons residing in at-risk-of-poverty households increased
somewhat in 2018 (after policy intervention: 42 400 persons), partly attributable to the
rise in poor population (15 500 persons, 36.5%). Yet, the number of persons residing
in households with incomes between 50% and 60% of the median household income
saw a more noticeable increase (26 900 persons, 63.5%), even slightly higher than that
before intervention (21 500 persons). Admittedly, given the concept of relative poverty
to set the at-risk-of-poverty and poverty lines, both would display visible uplifts amid
the growth in the median household income over a year earlier. Putting this fundamental
factor aside, further analysis by household size reveals that the increase was mainly
attributable to larger households with three to four members. Over four-tenths
(12 400 persons) of them resided in with-children households benefitting from WFA
and were lifted out of poverty after policy intervention, yet their household incomes
stayed between the poverty line and 60% of the median household income, 1.e. remained
in the at-risk-of-poverty group.

5. Table 3.9 shows a clear comparison of the differences in major socio-economic
characteristics between households with household incomes between 50% and 60% of
the median and poor households, both before policy intervention. It can be seen that
the former generally fared better than the latter in terms of employment situation,
educational attainment, etc., and hence their higher household income:

> Higher LFPR: among households with incomes between 50% and 60%
of the median, the LFPR was 48.2%, much higher than the 24.1% for
poor households.

> Better employment situation: among persons in households with
incomes between 50% and 60% of the median, the unemployment rate
and the proportion of part-timers / underemployed persons were 5.6%
and 18.7% respectively, both substantially lower than the corresponding
figures for poor households (14.5% and 24.2% respectively).

> Higher educational attainment: among households with incomes
between 50% and 60% of the median, 60.2% of the economically active
persons attained upper secondary education and above, slightly higher
than the corresponding figure of 58.7% for poor households.

> Larger family size with a smaller proportion of elderly households:
among households with incomes between 50% and 60% of the median,
66.7% were 3-person-and-above households (36.3% for poor
households). With more working members in these households, the
average number of working members per household was 1.2 persons (0.4
person for poor households) and the economic dependency ratio was
relatively lower. Only 12.7% were elderly households (39.4% for poor
households).

6. While setting the poverty line at 50% of the median household income helps us
focus more on the socio-economic groups most in need and formulate appropriate and
effective poverty alleviation policies for optimal use of limited resources, the
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Government not only supports households living below the poverty line, but also assists
families at risk of poverty. Of the estimated transfers of all recurrent cash measures
amounting to $46.6 billion in 2018, $30.0 billion (64.3%) was received by pre-
intervention poor households, $3.0 billion (6.4%) by households with pre-intervention
incomes between 50% and 60% of the median, and another $2.7 billion (5.7%) by
households with pre-intervention incomes between 60% and 70% of the median.

Table 3.9: Comparison of households with incomes between 50% and 60% of
the median and poor households in terms of selected socio-economic
characteristics before policy intervention, 2018

Households with Poor Overall
IIERIES | JERTES]] €104 households households
and 60% of the median
_Number of households (000) | 137.2(1330) [ 6129 | 25689
Size of population (000) | 4187(397.) | 14065 | 68850
. Workers(000) | 1606 (1499) | 250.7 | . 34882
Children ('000) 80.7 (75.7) 235.5 1011.7
Household characteristics* (%)
CSSA 1.2 (1.1) 25.2 6.2
Elderly 12.7 (13.3) 39.4 13.6
3-person+ 66.7 (63.7) 36.3 51.7
With-children 39.6 (38.9) 24.9 27.2
Economically active 84.3 (82.7) 38.0 80.0
Working 83.3 (81.6) 34.7 78.9
Population characteristics (%)
_Economic dependency ratio” | 1461(1476) | 3794 | 913
LFPR 482(476) | . 241 | 596
_Unemployment rate”™ | 56(66) .| .. 145 .31
Upper segondary education 60.2 (60.8) 58.7 775
AN ADOVE T e b
Part-time / underemployed™ 18.7 (17.6) 24.2 9.9

Notes: (*) Proportion of households with the relevant socio-economic characteristics in total number of domestic
households of the corresponding groups.
(#) Economic dependency ratio refers to the number of economically inactive persons per 1 000 economically active
persons.
(**) Refers to the unemployment rate of the population in domestic households (excluding FDHS).
(~) Proportion of the relevant persons, among economically active persons residing in domestic households of the
corresponding groups.
() Figures in parentheses denote the corresponding figures in 2017.
Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.
7. It should be noted that the poverty line is not equivalent to a “poverty alleviation
line”, and the Government’s social security policies in support of the underprivileged
are not confined to poor households but designed with dual functions of both poverty
alleviation and prevention. For example, the income test thresholds of OALA and WFA
are far more lenient than the poverty line. Take WFA in 2018 as an example - as
estimated by C&SD, while the majority (62.7%) of the 52 600 working households
receiving WFA were poor households before policy intervention, about 15% (14.7%)
were households with incomes between 50% and 60% of the median household income.
This demonstrates the purpose of poverty prevention achieved by not only assisting
households living in poverty but also benefitting households with incomes slightly

above the poverty line.
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KAV
Selected Household Group

(i) Overall poor households

B Definition: domestic households with monthly
household income (after recurrent cash intervention)
below the poverty line of the corresponding
household size.

B Over 80% of the poor households were 1-person to
3-person households; mostly resided in owner-
occupied housing (48.2%) and PRH (38.3%). Only
9.2% were private tenants.

B A relatively low proportion of poor persons aged 18-
64 were economically active. The demographic and
economic dependency ratios were relatively high.

B The unemployment rate and the share of part-time /
underemployed workers of the poor population were
relatively high.

B The overall poverty rate rose by 0.2 percentage point
over a year earlier to 14.9%, mainly driven by retired
elders without income. This reflected a faster ageing
trend that offset the positive effects from a favourable
economy and increased Government’s efforts in
poverty alleviation.

A Synopsis of Poverty Situation after Recurrent Cash Intervention by

Economically
inactive
population

= Poor
i Non-poor

Tenant
households in
private housing

Child and
elderly
population

9.2%

134%
38.3%

Household! )
receiving Houssg?_:ds in
CSSA

Selected statistical references of the poor

Poor households (*000) 434.8
Poor population (*000) 1024.3
Poverty rate (%) 14.9
Total poverty gap (per annum, $Mn) 22,167.9
Average poverty gap (per month, $) 4,200

Poor households - size

5 on
4-person 1-person

12.8%

23.5%
6-person+
0.9%
2-person
38.8%

Poor population - economic activity status

Students

Aged 3.9%

below 18
16.5%

Aged 65

. L and
Economically inactive
Y above

Homemakers 79.9% 134.9%

12.2%

Unemployed
3.5%

Others
13.1%

Labour force
20.1%

Source:

Average household size/employed members 24104
Median monthly household income ($) 6,800
Median age 55
LFPR (%) 23.2
Unemployment rate (%) 17.2
Demographic/Economic dependency ratio 1074 /3984

Poor households - housing characteristic

Others
4.4%
PRH
38.3%
Owner-
occupiers
48.2% Private
tenants
9.2%

Economically active poor population - employment status

Employed Underemployed
82.8% 4.4%
Unemployed
17.2%
Part-time
21.1%
Full-time
57.3%

General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.
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(if) CSSA poor households

B Definition: domestic households in poverty

receiving CSSA. Economically
oo
B Most (75.5%) of them were 2-person and 3- pg“iﬁ;;fm Poor

person households. 92.6% of their household
members were economically inactive, while the
unemployment rate of economically active
population therein stood high at 37.3%. _
B 74.6% of CSSA poor households lived in PRH. e
B These are estimates from GHS and do not Population
completely tally with the Social Welfare
Department’s administrative records.
B The poverty rate of CSSA households went up by
0.2 percentage point annually, partly reflecting
the reduced poverty alleviation effect of CSSA as ,
the increase of inflation-adjusted CSSA payment Households\{ """ Households in
was somewhat smaller than those of most poverty Cssa 100.0% PRH
line thresholds.

Selected statistical references of the poor

2 Non-poor

Tenant
households in
private
housing

Poor households (*000) 58.1 Average household size/employed members 2.6/0.1
Poor population (*000) 149.5 Median monthly household income ($) 9,000
Poverty rate (%) 45.9 Median age 43
Total poverty gap (per annum, $Mn) 2,292.6 LFPR (%) 9.7
Average poverty gap (per month, $) 3,300 Unemployment rate (%) 37.3
Demographic/Economic dependency ratio  1211/12 502
Poor households - size Poor households - housing characteristic

5 n
1-person
4-person 7.7% Owner-
occupiers

12.2%
10.8%  Others

6-person+ .
11% 1.7%
Private
tenants
13.0%
2-person 73%';2
49.5% :
Poor population - economic activity status Economically active poor population - employment status
Aged
below 18
28.6% Unemployed
Students 37.3%
5.1%
Underemployed
4.7%
Economically inactive
Homemakers 92.6% Aged 65
18.7% and
above Emploved
Unemployed 25.8% nér; 07%/8 Full-time
2.8% 0 21.4%
it Part-time
ers 0,
14.4% 36.6%
Labour force
7.4%
Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.
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(iii) Elderly poor households

m  Definition: domestic households in poverty with
all members aged 65 and above.

B Elderly poor households were mostly singleton Economically oo
and doubleton households. 98.6% of the elders pm‘;{iﬁn 00

. o g g iNon-
therein were economically inactive. 8.6% or-poor

B The proportion of elderly poor households
living in owner-occupied mortgage-free
housing (59.0%) was visibly higher than those

Child and
of other groups, among whom around 45% were eiderly
identified as “income-poor, owning property of = Populaton \ -
certain value”, based on the value of their
owner-occupied properties.

B The poverty rate of elderly poor households rose
by 1.3 percentage points over 2017, mainly
reflecting the ageing trend. It is worth
mentioning that around 10% of the elderly poor Hr‘;lc‘:*c;'; Households in
households would have actual living standards CSSA PRH
at or above the poverty line after receiving direct
payment in-kind from non-household members.

Tenant
households in
private housing

13.7%

T8.3%
T 28.6%

Selected statistical references of the poor
Poor households (*000) 155.0 Average household size/employed members 16/@
Poor population (*000) 240.6 Median monthly household income ($) 3,300
Poverty rate (%) 48.9 Median age 75
Total poverty gap (per annum, $Mn) 6,217.7 LFPR (%) 14
Average poverty gap (per month, $) 3,300 Unemployment rate (%) 9.6

Demographic/Economic dependency ratio n.a./69 112
Poor households - size Poor households - housing characteristic
3-person+ Others
110% 6.9%
PRH
28.6%
1-person
45.8% Owner-
2-person occupiers i
53.2% 60.9% Private
tenants
3.7%
Poor population - economic activity status Economically active poor population - employment status
Under-
employed
§Unemployed
9.6%
Economically
inactive
98.6% Full-time
Unemployed 28.1%
0.1% Part-time
60.3% Employed
90.4%
Employed
1.3%
Sv
Labour force
1.4%
Notes: (@) Less than 0.05. (8) Not released due to large sampling errors.
Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.
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(iv) Single-parent poor households

B Definition: domestic households in poverty with at
least one widowed, divorced, separated, or never
married member living with children aged below 18.

B Single-parent poor households were mostly 2-
person and 3-person households. Only 16.8% of
the household members were economically active,
while the proportion of part-timers /
underemployed among the working population was
rather high (44.9%).

B Most of the households resided in PRH (66.2%)
and received CSSA (60.1%). These shares were
relatively high compared with other socio-
economic household groups.

B The poverty rate of single-parent households rose
by 0.7 percentage point over the preceding year
amid reduced poverty alleviation effects of CSSA
and education benefits.

Economically
inactive
population

Poor
: Non-poor

Tenant

C:I‘t:ir?;d households in
) private
population housing

53.9% '\ 18.9%

60.1%

Household
receiving
CSSA

Households in
PRH

Major poverty figures Selected statistical references of the poor

Poor households (*000) 24.6
Poor population (*000) 70.1
Poverty rate (%) 35.0
Total poverty gap (per annum, $Mn) 1,263.7
Average poverty gap (per month, $) 4,300

Poor households - size

5 n
2.
4-person
13.4%
6-person+
1.0%

2-person
36.1%

Poor population - economic activity status

Aged
below 18
49.3%
Homemakers
19.2% Economically inactive
83.2%
Unemployed
2.
Students
Others 4.3%

10.3%
Labour force
16.8%

Source:

Average household size/femployed members 29/0.4
Median monthly household income ($) 9,900
Median age 18
LFPR (%) 26.9
Unemployment rate (%) 13.9
Demographic/Economic dependency ratio 1167 /4968

Poor households - housing characteristic

Others
Oowner- 1 104
occupiers
13.8%

Private
tenants
18.9%

PRH
66.2%

Economically active poor population - employment status

Underemployed

[
i Unemployed

13.9%

Part-time
35.2%

Employed
86.2%

Full-time
47.5%

General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.
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(v) New-arrival poor households

Definition: domestic households in poverty with at
least one member who is One-way Permit Holder
and has resided in Hong Kong for less than seven
years.

New-arrival poor households were mostly 3-
person and 4-person households. Their LFPR was
relatively high among various household groups.
Yet, with a low proportion (10.3%) of higher-
skilled workers, household incomes remained on
the low side.

The proportions of new-arrival poor households
residing in PRH (42.2%) and private rental
housing (43.7%) were relatively high.

The poverty rate of new-arrival households fell
visibly by 2.7 percentage points over the preceding
year, thanks mainly to better employment situation
of this group and the enhancements of WFA.

Major poverty figures

Poor households (*000) 20.9
Poor population (*000) 69.8
Poverty rate (%) 275

Total poverty gap (per annum, $Mn)

1,080.0

Average poverty gap (per month, $) 4,300

Source:

Poor households - size

person
2.7%
2-person
6-person+ 20.7%
4.3%
4-person
26.6%

Poor population - economic activity status

Aged
below 18
35.7%
Homemakers
20.3% Economically inactive Students
74.4% 2.3%
Unemployed Ag;]ddss
3.7% above
8.6%
Others
7.4%

Labour force
25.6%

Child and

population

Economically
inactive Poor
population

23 Non-poor

Tenant
households in
private
housing

) 437%

42.2%

Household _
receiving HOussgﬂds in

CSSA

Selected statistical references of the poor

Average household size/femployed members 3.3/0.7
Median monthly household income ($) 12,800
Median age 34
LFPR (%) 38.0
Unemployment rate (%) 14.3
Demographic/Economic dependency ratio 818 /2905

Poor households - housing characteristic

OWner- Others
occupiers 1 go,
12.3%

PRH

Private 42.2%

tenants
43.7%

Economically active poor population - employment status

Unemployed
14.3%

Full-time

0,
Underemployed 66.0%

5.6%

Part-time
14.2%

General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.
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(vi) Poor households with children

B Definition: domestic households in poverty with at

least one member aged below 18.

Poor households with children comprised mostly
3-person and 4-person households. Their average
household size (3.5 persons) was relatively large.
Over three-quarters of the members in the
households were economically inactive.

Half of the poor households with children resided
in PRH, a proportion higher than that of overall
poor households (38.3%).

The poverty rate of with-children households fell
by 0.7 percentage point from the preceding year to
a record-low of 15.1%. This was mainly
attributable to more households benefitting from
the enhanced WFA and the increase in Child
Allowance of the Scheme.

Major poverty figures

Poor households (*000) 114.0
Poor population (*000) 399.7
Poverty rate (%) 15.1
Total poverty gap (per annum, $Mn) 6,526.8
Average poverty gap (per month, $) 4,800

Poor households - size

n+

2-person
13.4%

4-person
35.4%

Poor population - economic activity status

Aged
below 18
42.3%

HO%E%’;IKBFS Economically inactive
170 0,
76'A'/OAged 65
and
Unempl %b%{?
2. Others

\ 4

Labour force
23.6%

Source:

Economically
inactive
population

Poor
> Non-poor

Tenant
households in
private
housing

Child and
elderly
population

49.9% .. 419.79%

24.2%

Household
receiving
CSSA

Households in
PRH

Selected statistical references of the poor

Average household size/femployed members 3.5/0.7
Median monthly household income ($) 13,700
Median age 30
LFPR (%) 36.3
Unemployment rate (%) 10.1
Demographic/Economic dependency ratio 995/3 243

Poor households - housing characteristic

Others
2.6%

Owner-
occupiers
27.1%

PRH
50.6%

Private
tenants
19.7%

Economically active poor population - employment status

Unemployed

Full-time
10.1% 66.6%
Underemployed
4.4%

Part-time
19.0%

Employed
89.9%

General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.
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(vii) Youth poor households

B Definition: domestic households in poverty with
all members aged 18-29.

Economically

B The number of youth poor households and the size pg”pfﬁg;gn = Poor

of their population were small. 56.1% were
singleton households and 26.1% were 2-person
households. The majority of household members
were economically inactive, mostly students. The
unemployment rate of the labour force therein childand

i households in
stood high at 39.7%. elderly private
population

B Compared with other groups, private tenant - S = housing
households in this group accounted for a L
particularly high proportion (46.9%).

B The poverty rate of youth households rose by
3.0 percentage points over a year earlier to 7.9%,
mainly due to a higher proportion of economically
inactive households. Many of the additional poor AL Households in
persons were students. That said, the poverty rate Caon’ PRH
of this group was still the lowest among various
social-economic household groups.

i Non-poor

Tenant

Selected statistical references of the poor
Poor households (*000) 3.6 Average household size/femployed members 1.7/0.3
Poor population (*000) 6.2 Median monthly household income ($) 2,700
Poverty rate (%) 7.9 Median age 24
Total poverty gap (per annum, $Mn) 158.0 LFPR (%) 25.6
Average poverty gap (per month, $) 3,600 Unemployment rate (%) 39.7

Demographic/Economic dependency ratio n.a./ 2901
Poor households - size Poor households - housing characteristic
Owner-
occupiers
14.9%
Others
29.0%
1-person
2-person 56.1%
g Private PRH
tenants 9.3%
46.9%
Poor population - economic activity status Economically active poor population - employment status
Students
63.7%

Unemployed

39.7%

Economically inactive
74.4%
Unemployed
10.2%
Others
10.7%

Labour force
25.6%
Notes: (-) Not applicable.
(8)  Not released due to large sampling errors.
Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.
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(viii) Unemployed poor households

B Definition: domestic households in poverty with
all economically active members being

Economically
unemployed. inactive T
B Unemployed poor households were mostly 2- population N
21 Non-poor

person and 3-person households. The proportion
of CSSA households (18.8%) was higher than that
of overall poor households.

B Nearly three-tenths (28.4%) of the unemployed  Child and
members were long-term unemployed (Viz. peuiaton
unemployed for 6 months and above).

B 43.8% of the poor households resided in PRH,
while 38.2% lived in owner-occupied housing.

B Their poverty rate fell by 1.3 percentage points
over a year earlier. While it was still at a high
level, against the backdrop of full employment, Household e
this group accounted for less than 5% of the feégigg‘g PRH
overall poor households and population.

Major poverty figures Selected statistical references of the poor

Tenant
households in
private
housing

Poor households (*000) 18.1 Average household size/employed members 25/ na.
Poor population (*000) 46.1 Median monthly household income ($) 5,800
Poverty rate (%) 70.5 Median age 45
Total poverty gap (per annum, $Mn) 1,499.0 LFPR (%) 49.1
Average poverty gap (per month, $) 6,900 Unemployment rate (%) 100.0
Demographic/Economic dependency ratio 537 /1 356
Poor households - size Poor households - housing characteristic
5 n Others
4.8%
4-person 1-person
12.3% \ 18.8%

6-person+
1.9%

Owner- PR';'
occupiers 43.8%
38.2%
2-person
32.3%
Private
tenants
13.2%
Poor population - economic activity status Poor population - duration of unemployment
Aged
below 18  Students <1 moonth
16.2% 3.9% 23.0%
Homemakers 18
10.5% months+
Economically inactive = Others 9.4%
57.6% | 210% 1-<3
months
32.8%
170
6-<12
months
13.3%
Unemployed 3:3% 3-<6
42.4% months
15.8%
Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.
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(ix) Economically inactive poor households

B Definition: domestic households in poverty with

all members being economically inactive. :
Economically

B Over half (57.7%) of the population in inactive Poor

population
+100.0%

economically inactive poor households were
elders. Many of the households were singleton
and doubleton elderly households. Households
with elderly head accounted for 67.7% of this
o _ _ S
M The housing characteristic of economically population
inactive poor households was similar to that of
elderly poor households. Many of them (54.5%)
lived in owner-occupied housing and 32.5%
resided in PRH.
B The poverty rate of economically inactive
households increased by 0.5 percentage point over Household Households in
a year earlier. The additional poor persons were son PRH
mainly from elderly households.

b 2 Non-poor

Tenant
households in
private housing

Selected statistical references of the poor

Major poverty figures

Poor households (‘000) 272.1 Average household size/employed members 1.8/n.a.
Poor population (*000) 502.5 Median monthly household income ($) 3,400
Poverty rate (%) 59.8 Median age 67
Total poverty gap (per annum, $Mn) 14,300.3 LFPR (%) n.a.
Average poverty gap (per month, $) 4,400 Unemployment rate (%) n.a.
Demographic/Economic dependency ratio 2178/ n.a.

Poor households - size Poor households - housing characteristic

5-person
0.6%
Others
-person 5.5%
2
PRH
6-person+ 1-person 32.5%
0.3% 34.6%
Owner-
occupiers i
54.5% Private
tenants
7.4%
2-person y
51.3%

Source:

Poor population - economically inactive - reasons

Aged
below 18 Aged 65
10.8% and
Others above
2.0% 57.7%
Sick/'Disabled

31.5%

omemakers
10.5%  Students
3.2%

Poor households - age of household head

Others
0.7%
Head aged
Head 18-64
aged 65 LA
and
above
67.7%

General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.
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(x) Working poor households

B Definition: domestic households in poverty with at

least one employed member, excluding FDHs. Economically
B Working poor households comprised mostly 3- ooputation Poor

person and 4-person households. While their
average household size (3.3 persons) was
significantly larger than that of overall poor
households (2.4 persons), most of the households

£1Non-poor

had only one working member. Child and .
B The proportion of working poor households p:;!ﬂle;.yon ) private
receiving CSSA was only 4.3%, far lower than the 35.7% \‘1_1 o housing
1.9%

13.4% of overall poor households. Nearly half
(48.4%) of the working poor households resided in
PRH, while 37.4% of them were owner-occupiers.

B Compared with the preceding year, the poverty
rate of working poor households edged down by

43% |

48.4%

0.1 percentage point to a low of 8.0%, thanks to Household _
the increase in employment earnings and the receiving Households in
higher poverty alleviation effect of WFA after CSSA
enhancement.
Major poverty figures Selected statistical references of the poor
Poor households (*000) 144.6 Average household size/femployed members 3.3/1.2
Poor population (*000) 475.6 Median monthly household income ($) 14,100
Poverty rate (%) 8.0 Median age 40
Total poverty gap (per annum, $Mn) 6,368.6 LFPR (%) 48.0
Average poverty gap (per month, $) 3,700 Unemployment rate (%) 8.5
Demographic/Economic dependency ratio 556 /1 558
Poor households - size Poor households - housing characteristic
person Others
3.2% 2.3%

2-person
16.1%

6-person+

2.1%
4-person PRH
1 Owner- 48.4%
30.8% occupiers
37.4%
Private
tenants
11.9%
Poor population - economic activity status Economically active poor population - employment status
Aged
below 18 Students
22.5% 4.7%
el Full-time
) - Others 8.5% 63.3%
Honfzrg(%(ers Economically mactn;e 19.4% Underemployed
60.9% 4.8%
Unemployed
3. 0,
Part-time
23.3%

Labour force Emplogled
39.1% 91.5%
Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.
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(xi) Non-CSSA working poor households

Definition: working poor domestic households,
excluding CSSA households.

Households in this group were similar to the
overall working poor households in terms of
socio-economic characteristic, housing type and
economic activity status.

Sharing similar difficulties as the overall working
poor households, the household size of this group
was relatively large; most (80.6%) were 3-person-
and-above households, with on average only one
working member per household to support two
jobless members. Their family burden was rather
heavy.

The poverty rate of non-CSSA working poor
households edged down by 0.1 percentage point to
a low level of 7.7%.

Major poverty figures

Economically
inactive
population

Poor

21 Non-poor

60.7%
Tenant

e households in
population pnvgte
housing

G M19%

Hrtélé:?\f/lﬁ:g Households in
CSSA PRI

Selected statistical references of the poor

Poor households (*000) 138.5
Poor population (*000) 454.6
Poverty rate (%) 1.7

Total poverty gap (per annum, $Mn)

Average poverty gap (per month, $) 3,700

6,124.1

Average household size/femployed members 33/12
Median monthly household income ($) 14,000
Median age 40
LFPR (%) 48.2
Unemployment rate (%) 8.7
Demographic/Economic dependency ratio 552 /1546

Note:

Source:

Poor households - size

-person
3.3%
2-person
16.1%
6-person+

2.1%

4-person
30.7%

Poor population - economic activity status

Aged
belowols Students
22.2% 4.7%
Aged 65
and above
- . 111%
Homemakers Economically inactive
0,
14.3% 60.7% " Others
8.4%
Unemployed

3.49

Labour force
39.3%

) Not applicable.

Poor households - housing characteristic

Others
2.3%
PRH
46.9%
Owner-
occupiers

38.9%

Private

tenants

11.9%

Economically active poor population - employment status

Unemployed Full-time
8.7% 64.6%
Underemployed
4.8%

Part-time
22.0%

Employed
91.3%

General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.
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(xii) PRH poor households

B 42.4% of the poor population resided in PRH.
Their poverty rate (20.8%) was higher than the Economically

overall figure of 14.9%. inactive Poor
population

B PRH poor households were mostly 2-person and

] | : 21 Non-poor
3-person households, with a relatively high
proportion of households receiving CSSA
(26.0%); 34.7% of them had children, higher than
the 26.2% of overall poor households. Child and
W Over two-fifths were working households. Nearly elderly S
70% of their working members worked full-time. Population
However, given their lower educational
attainment, most were engaged in lower-skilled
jobs with limited incomes.
B The poverty rate went up by 0.3 percentage point
to 20.8%, owing to an increase in the share of
persons residing in economically inactive
households. Among them, the shares of retirees Household Households
and homemakers saw more noticeable increases. CSSAQ with children
Selected statistical references of the poor
Poor households (*000) 166.3 Average household size/employed members 26/05
Poor population (*000) 434.1 Median monthly household income ($) 9,100
Poverty rate (%) 20.8 Median age 48
Total poverty gap (per annum, $Mn) 6,574.3 LFPR (%) 27.2
Average poverty gap (per month, $) 3,300 Unemployment rate (%) 17.1
Demographic/Economic dependency ratio 909/ 3 340
Poor households - size Poor households - economic characteristic
5-person
3 1-person
4-person \ 12.8%
15.5% 6-person+ Working
T 42.1%
EC(_)nom_icaIIy
2-person inactive
1010% 53.2%
Jobless
4.8%
Poor population - economic activity status Economically active poor population - employment status
Students
4.6% Underemployed
Aged Aged 65 Part-time 4.8%
below 18 and 21.3%
19.0% above ' Unemployed
21.7% 17.1%
Economically inactive
Homemakers 77.0%
13.9%
Employed
Others 82.9%
Unemploy, 11.8%
3.9%
Full-time
Labour 56.8%
force
23.0%
Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.
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(xiii) Private tenant poor households

B The size of the poor population in private tenant Economically

households was the smallest, accounting for TiE Y Poor
population

10.5% of the owverall poor population. Their
poverty rate (10.2%) was also lower than the
overall average of 14.9%.

B The majority (76.3%) were 2-person to 4-person
households. The proportion of households with ...
children stood high at 56.3%. Nearly 15% elderly
(14.3%) of them were elderly households. ERRRLY

B Nearly half (49.2%) of the households were
economically active, with around three-quarters of
the employed members working full-time. 18.9%

B The poverty rate of the private tenant households
went up by 1.1 percentage points over the
preceding year. The additional poor population
were largely economically inactive, over half of Households Households
whom were elderly or children, indicating a heavy reccgi;;r\g with children
family burden.

Major poverty figures Selected statistical references of the poor

2 Non-poor

Elderly
households

14.3%

Poor households (*000) 39.8 Average household size/employed members 27/05
Poor population (*000) 107.9 Median monthly household income ($) 9,600
Poverty rate (%) 10.2 Median age 33
Total poverty gap (per annum, $Mn) 1,936.4 LFPR (%) 32.8
Average poverty gap (per month, $) 4,100 Unemployment rate (%) 17.6
Demographic/Economic dependency ratio 868 /3 434
Poor households - size Poor households - economic characteristic
n
1-person
l 17.8%
4-person 6-person+
21.7% 1.4%
. Working
Economically 43.2%
inactive ’
50.8%
2-person
28.7%
Jobless
6.0%
Poor population - economic activity status Economically active poor population - employment status
Aged
bgﬁ’\g’; 8 Underemployed Unemployed
: 4.8% 17.6%
Students
_ o 4.9% Part-time
Homemakers Economically inactive o5 17.0%
16.8% 71.4% BeEy Employed
above 82.4%
Unemploy: S
4.0% Others
e Full-time
Labour 60.5%
force
22.6%
Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.
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(xiv) Owner-occupier poor households

B Compared with PRH and private tenant
households, owner-occupier households
accounted for most of the poor population
(43.8%), with their poverty rate (12.7%) slightly
lower than the overall figure.

B Over seven-tenths (71.9%) were 1-person and 2-
person households, and 45.1% were elderly
households. Both proportions were higher than
those in other housing types.

B Nine-tenths were mortgage-free households, while
only 3.0% received CSSA. Over eight-tenths of
the non-CSSA poor households had no financial
needs, suggesting that the asset conditions of these
households were different from those in other
housing types. Meanwhile, 82.9% of the poor
population were economically inactive, among
whom nearly 55% (54.0%) were elders.

B The poverty rate of this group declined by 0.2
percentage point from a year earlier to 12.7%.

Economically
inactive
population

Poor

£:Non-poor

Child and
elderly
population

Elderly
households

Household:
receiving
CSSA

Households
with children

Selected statistical references of the poor

Poor households (*000)

Poor population (*000)

Poverty rate (%)

Total poverty gap (per annum, $Mn)
Average poverty gap (per month, $)

209.4
448.2
12.7
12,749.0
5,100

Poor households - size

5-person
4-person i
9.4% \

1-person
6-person+
0.7% 30.5%
2-person
41.4%

Poor population - economic activity status

Students
Ageg'O% Aged 65
below 18 End
10.1% -
44.8%
Homemakers Economically inactive
9.9% 82.9%
Unemplo
Others
15.2%

Labour
force
17.1%

Source:

Average household size/femployed members 2.1/0.3
Median monthly household income ($) 3,200
Median age 63
LFPR (%) 186
Unemployment rate (%) 17.1

Demographic/Economic dependency ratio 1278/4859
Poor households - economic characteristic

Working
25.8%
Jobless
Economically 3.3%
inactive
70.9%

Economically active poor population - employment status

Underemployed
3.7%

Unemployed
Part-time 17.1%
21.8%
Employed
82.9%
Full-time
57.4%

General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.
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(xv) Poor households with head aged 18-64

Definition: domestic households in poverty with
their head aged 18-64.

Most of the households (80.0%) were 2-person to
4-person households.

Their household members were generally
younger. 27.5% of them were economically
active. The share of working households (53.4%)
was higher than that of overall poor households.

43.6% of the poor households resided in PRH,
while 39.1% lived in owner-occupied housing.

The poverty rate of this group edged down by 0.1
percentage point over a year earlier, mainly owing
to the increased effectiveness of the enhanced
WEFA in poverty alleviation. This observation was
largely in line with the improved poverty situation
of working poor households.

Major poverty figures

Poor households (*000) 214.6
Poor population (*000) 600.2
Poverty rate (%) 11.2
Total poverty gap (per annum, $Mn) 11,897.6
Average poverty gap (per month, $) 4,600
Poor households - size
1-person
14.1%
4-person 6-person+
21.5% 1.4%
2-person
27.2%

Source:

Poor population - economic activity status

Aged
below 18
24.1%
Students
5.9%
Homemakers
17.6% Economically inactive
72.5%
Others

Unemployed 24.8%

4.8%

Economically
inactive
population

72.5%

Child and
elderly
population

08% L aasw

16.7%

43.6%

Household:
receiving
CSSA

Average household size/employed members
Median monthly household income ($)
Median age

LFPR (%)

Unemployment rate (%)
Demographic/Economic dependency ratio

Poor

i Non-poor

Tenant
households in
private
housing

Households in
PRH

Selected statistical references of the poor

2.8/0.6
9,700
40
344
17.5
4452 637

Poor households - housing characteristic

Others
3.0%
PRH
43.6%
Owner-
occupiers

39.1%

Private

tenants

14.3%

Economically active poor population - employment status

Unemployed Full-time
17.5% S7.7%
Underemployed
4.5%

Part-time
20.3%

Employed
82.5%

General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department,
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(xvi) Poor households with elderly head aged 65 and above

Definition: domestic households in poverty with
their head aged 65 and above.

The majority were economically inactive
households (84.4%). Most of the households were
1-person and 2-person small families, with many
singleton (32.5%) and doubleton (37.8%) elderly
households.

Over half (55.0%) of the households resided in
owner-occupied mortgage-free housing, while
about one-third (33.4%) resided in PRH.

The share of households receiving CSSA (10.2%)
was smaller than that of the overall poor households.
The poverty rate of this group rose by 0.4
percentage point over the preceding Yyear,
reflecting the ageing trend. Another reason was a
lower share of households receiving CSSA.

Major poverty figures

Poor households (*000) 218.2
Poor population (*000) 420.5
Poverty rate (%) 27.7
Total poverty gap (per annum, $Mn) 10,138.0
Average poverty gap (per month, $) 3,900
Poor households - size
5-person
1.1%
-pers
2%
6-person+ 1-person

Source:

2-person
50.2%

Poor population - economic activity status

Aged 65
and
Students above
12% Aged  Economically inactive [4.4%
below 18 90.4%
5.0%
Homemakers Unemployed
46% =~ 16%
Others
Labour 5.3%
force
9.6%

Economically
inactive
population

Poor

23 Non-poor

Tenant

c:f(:gr?;d households in
population prlve_ne
housing

3%
1029~
“033.4%

Household:
receiving
CSSA

Selected statistical references of the poor

Households in
PRH

Average household size/employed members 1.9/0.2
Median monthly household income ($) 4,400
Median age 70
LFPR (%) 10.0
Unemployment rate (%) 16.2
Demographic/Economic dependency ratio 4 356 /9 417

Poor households - housing characteristic

Others
5.5%
PRH
33.4%
Private
tenants
Owner- 3.7%
occupiers
57.4%

Economically active poor population - employment status

Full-time
55.6%
Unemployed
16.2%
Underemployed
3.8%

Part-time
24.4%

Employed
83.8%

General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.
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3.Vi
District Council District

(1) Central and Western

B Among the poor population in Central and Western
district, the proportion of elders was rather high,
with the median age at 66. The majority (86.4%) of
its poor population were economically inactive.

B Only 4.1% of the poor households resided in PRH,
while a high proportion of 74.9% were owner-
occupiers, the highest among all districts. Of these
households, 94.1% were mortgage-free.

B 95.1% of the poor households did not receive CSSA,
the second highest among the 18 districts. The
majority of its non-CSSA poor households (85.1%)
had no financial needs.

B The poverty rate of Central and Western district rose
by 1.7 percentage points from a year earlier to
12.0%, but was still the third lowest among the 18
districts. Over half of the additional poor persons
came from elderly households, reflecting a more
visible ageing trend in this district.

Major poverty figures

Poor households (*000) 12.9
Poor population (*000) 254
Poverty rate (%) 12.0
Total poverty gap (per annum, $Mn) 822.2
Average poverty gap (per month, $) 5,300
Ranking in 18 districts by poverty rate 16/ 18

(in descending order)
Poor households - size

5-person+
4-person
7.4%
1-person
35.4%
2-person
41.8%

Poor population - economic activity status

Aged 65
and
Students above
L 51.8%
Aged °
below 18
8.3% Economically inactive
0,
Homemakers 86.4%
8.2%
Unemplo;
3.0,
Others
15.0%
Labour force
13.6%
Note: (8)  Not released due to large sampling errors.

Source:

A Synopsis of Poverty Situation after Recurrent Cash Intervention by

Economically
inactive
population

Poor
2 Non-poor

Child and VBTENi

elderly households in
population private
housing

S A23%

49% 4106

Household:
receiving
CSSA

Households in
PRH

Selected statistical references of the poor

Average household size/femployed members 2.0/0.2
Median monthly household income ($) 2,600
Median age 66
LFPR (%) 14.4
Unemployment rate (%) 22.3
Demographic/Economic dependency ratio 1575/ 6 379

Poor households - housing characteristic

PRH

Others 41%

8.7%

Private
tenants
12.3%

Owner-
occupiers
74.9%

Economically active poor population - employment status

Unemployed
22.3%

Full-time
53.8%
Underemployed

§

Part-time
20.1%

Employed
77.7%

General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.

P. 121



Hong Kong Poverty Situation Report 2018
Chapter 3: Further Analysis of the 2018 Poverty Situation

(i) Wan Chai

B Similar to the poverty situation in Central and

Western district, the median age of the poor Economically

population in Wan Chai was as high as 65, and more inactive Poor
than half of the poor were elders. Most of the poor population 2 Non-poor
were economically inactive without employment

earnings.

W 74.8% of the poor households were owner-

B . 5 q . T t
occupiers. This high proportion was second only to Ch,'éd elmd housiﬁf,"“ds in

istri i rivate

that of Central and Western district. population \ 60 6% ﬁousing

1%
3.9% 7.3%

B 96.1% of the poor households did not receive
CSSA. Among them, 82.6% were households with
no financial needs.

B Similar to the situation in Central and Western
district, the poverty rate of Wan Chai rose by 0.4
percentage point to 12.9%, amid population ageing O _
in the district. Yet, the poverty situation in this receiving Households in
district stayed near the lower end among the 18 CSSA

districts.
Major poverty figures Selected statistical references of the poor
Poor households (*000) 10.9 Average household size/employed members 19/0.2
Poor population (*000) 20.6 Median monthly household income ($) 1,300
Poverty rate (%) 12.9 Median age 65
Total poverty gap (per annum, $Mn) 757.4 LFPR (%) 13.4
Average poverty gap (per month, $) 5,800 Unemployment rate (%) 28.3
R_anklng |n_18 districts by poverty rate 14/18 Demographic/Economic dependency ratio 1539/ 6 852
(in descending order)
Poor households — size Poor households - housing characteristic
4-person Others e
elee 09% 2 aw
] Private
g pegson-'- tenants
1-person 11.1%
44.7%
2 e ocoupiers
33.6% 74.8%
Poor population - economic activity status Economically active poor population - employment status
St;gg/:ts Aged 65 Unemployed
Aged and 28.3%
below 18 ab0\(/)e
7 4% 51.6%
Economically inactive Full-time
Hom;rlrakers 87.3% Undereéémployed 45.5%
Unemployed
3.6%
Part-time
23.9%
Others
Labour force 16.0%
12.7%

Note: (8)  Not released due to large sampling errors.
Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.
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(iii) Eastern
B Despite a lower proportion of poor elders compared
with Central and Western district and Wan Chai on Economically
Hong Kong Island, the median age of the poor inactive Poor

A g a a a lati i1 Non-
population in Eastern district still reached 60. popTeen on-poor

B Only some two-tenths (22.7%) of the poor
households in Eastern district lived in PRH, while
over six-tenths (63.0%) were owner-occupiers.

B The proportion of poor households receiving CSSA C:Iicling)r/]d

Tenant
households in

was relatively low (7.8%). Among the non-CSSA  population ﬁgb‘;?g;

poor households, 79.7% had no financial needs.
B The poverty rate of Eastern district rose by 1.0

percentage point to 13.0%, though it was still at the

lower end among the 18 districts. Similar to the

situation in Central and Western district and Wan

Chai, the increase was related to the rising share of

elderly population and the heavier burden of e Households in

supporting dependants in the district. CSSA PRH
Poor households (*000) 29.6 Average household size/employed members 22/0.3
Poor population (*000) 65.8 Median monthly household income (3$) 3,900
Poverty rate (%) 13.0 Median age 60
Total poverty gap (per annum, $Mn) 1,738.8 LFPR (%) 20.2
Average poverty gap (per month, $) 4,900 Unemployment rate (%) 21.8
Ranking in 18 districts by poverty rate 13/18 Demographic/Economic dependency ratio 1221/4549

(in descending order)
Poor households - size Poor households - housing characteristic

5-person Others
4-person 4.6%
10.8% | 1-person
6-person+ 29.3% PRH
0.9% 22.7%
Owner-

occupiers Private

63.0% tenants

9.7%

2-person
38.4%
Poor population - economic activity status Economically active poor population - employment status
Students
4.0%
Aged Aged 65 Unemployed
below 18 and 21.8%
12.8% above
41.1%
Economically inactive Full-ti
Homemakers ull-time
10.0% 82.0% Uneieiinigyed 54.4%
3.8%
Unemployed
3.9%
Part-time
0,
Others 20.0%
14.2%
Labour force Employed
18.0% 78.2%
Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.
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(iv) Southern

B When compared with other districts on Hong Kong
Island, the poor population in Southern district was
slightly younger, with the median age at 57. The
proportion of working households (32.2%) was also
relatively high.

B Among the four districts on Hong Kong Island,
Southern district had the highest proportion of poor
households residing in PRH (39.7%) and the lowest
in owner-occupied housing (52.3%).

B Around nine-tenths of the poor households did not
receive CSSA, of which over seven-tenths had no
financial needs.

B The poverty rate of Southern district fell notably by
1.8 percentage points over a year earlier. Among
the 18 districts, the rate was just higher than that of

Economically
inactive
population

Poor
22Non-poor

. Tenant

C:llégre:;d households in

population 55.1% e
1% housing

14.8%
96%
39.7%

Household Households in

Sai Kung. ’%2‘;}29 PRH

Selected statistical references of the poor
Poor households (*000) 12.5 Average household size/femployed members 23/04
Poor population (*000) 28.7 Median monthly household income ($) 6,400
Poverty rate (%) 11.9 Median age 57
Total poverty gap (per annum, $Mn) 640.5 LFPR (%) 22.1
Average poverty gap (per month, $) 4,300 Unemployment rate (%) 14.3
Ranking in 18 districts by poverty rate 17/18 Demographic/Economic dependency ratio 1 228/4 189

(in descending order)
Poor households - size

5-person
4-person \

12.8% 1-person

23.8%
6-pe(son+

2-person
42.6%

Poor population - economic activity status

Students
Aged 3.0%
below 18
15.6% Aged 65
and
above
Homemakers  Economically inactive 37.8%
11.5% 80.7%
Unemploy:
2.
Others
12.8%

Labour force
19.3%
Note: (8)  Not released due to large sampling errors.
Source:

Poor households - housing characteristic

Others
3.2%
Owner-
occupiers PRH
52.3% 39.7%
Private
tenants
4.8%

Economically active poor population - employment status

Unemployed
14.3%

Full-time
62.5%

Underemployed
§

Part-time
19.7%

Employed
85.7%

General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.
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(v) Yau Tsim Mong

B Compared with all other districts, Yau Tsim Mong
had a relatively high proportion of economically
inactive households (70.5%) among the poor
households in the district.

B The majority (69.7%) of the poor households were
owner-occupiers, and 20.9% were private tenants
(the highest among the 18 districts).

B 8.1% of the poor households received CSSA, a
relatively low proportion compared with most other
districts.

B The poverty rate of Yau Tsim Mong rose by 1.7
percentage points to 16.0%. Its ranking moved up
five places to the fourth highest. The notably
worsened poverty situation mainly reflected a more
prominent population ageing in this district. The
share of persons living in elderly households rose

. . . e Households in
by 1.9 percentage points, higher than that in other receiving PRH
districts. These households lacked employment CSSA
earnings and faced a higher poverty risk.

Selected statistical references of the poor
Poor households (*000) 23.0 Average household size/employed members 2.1/0.3
Poor population (*000) 49.1 Median monthly household income ($) 3,600
Poverty rate (%) 16.0 Median age 59
Total poverty gap (per annum, $Mn) 1,224.6 LFPR (%) 21.0
Average poverty gap (per month, $) 4,400 Unemployment rate (%) 13.8
Rank!ng in 18 .d'Str'Cts by poverty 4/18 Demographic/Economic dependency ratio 1 365/ 4 547
rate (in descending order)

Poor households - size Poor households - housing characteristic
5-person
4-person Others
8.9% \ By
PRH
6-person+ 1-person 4.9%
§ 34.6%
Private
e tnants
69.7% 7
2-person
36.0%

Poor population - economic activity status

Students
Aged 3.0%
below 18
16.6% Aged 65
and
above
Homemakers  Economically inactive 39.1%
10.6% 82.0%
Unemployed
2
Others
12.6%

Labour force
18.0%

Note:  (8)
Source:

Not released due to large sampling errors.
General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.

Economically
inactive
population

Poor
22 Non-poor

Tenant

CzlltlingSd households in
population 57.7% private
housing

_209%
g% 49%

Economically active poor population - employment status

Full-time

Unemployed 55.6%

13.8%

Underemployed
4.6%

Part-time
26.0%

Employed
86.2%
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(vi) Sham Shui Po

B The shares of single-parent and new-arrival
households among the poor households in Sham

> . icall
Shui Po were 8.7% and 10.4% respectively, the Ec?rTgénn'vC: g FEDY
highest among the 18 districts. population £2Non-poor

B The proportions of with-children and working poor
households were relatively high, at 32.0% and
39.8% respectively. Both were higher than the
corresponding  figures (26.2% and 33.3%

Tenant

respectively) of overall poor households. C::('i‘:r‘i‘;‘d households in
B The proportion of the poor households receiving population rfg:j‘;?;z

CSSA reached 17.5%, higher than the 13.4% of the
overall poor households.

B The poverty situation of Sham Shui Po improved
from a year earlier, with poverty rate down by 0.4
percentage point. This was attributable to the
decline in unemployment rate and increase in the

175% ™ |

45.0%

proportion of working households in the district. Househald S
Yet, the rate was still the third highest among the 18 receiving R
districts, only lower than those of Kwun Tong and CSSA

North district. This warrants continued attention.

Selected statistical references of the poor
Poor households (*000) 26.1 Average household size/employed members 24/05
Poor population (*000) 61.7 Median monthly household income ($) 8,100
Poverty rate (%) 16.6 Median age 49
Total poverty gap (per annum, $Mn) 1,204.0 LFPR (%) 26.7
Average poverty gap (per month, $) 3,800 Unemployment rate (%) 12.0

Ranking in 18 districts by poverty

rate (in descending order) 3/18 Demographic/Economic dependency ratio 999 /3 495
Poor households - size Poor households - housing characteristic
> Others
4-person 3.8%
12.5% 1—peri0n Owner-
6-person+ 25.4% occupiers
32.9%
PRH
45.0%
Private
2-person tenants
32.6% 18.3%
Poor population - economic activity status Economically active poor population - employment status
Aged Students
below 18 4.0%
19.4%
- Unemployed
Aged 65 12.0%
and
Homen;akers Economically inactive | @00V Underemployed Full-time
13.7% 29.2% 6.2%
77.8% 60.8%

Unemployed
2.7%

Part-time

21.0%
Others

11.4%

Labour force

29 206 Employed

88.0%
Note: (8)  Not released due to large sampling errors.
Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.
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(vii) Kowloon City

B Among districts in Kowloon, the proportion of poor

; N Economically
elders (33.4%) was relatively high among the poor inactive Poor
in Kowloon City. The median age was 53. population *Non-poor

B Around half (49.2%) of the poor households were
owner-occupiers, while 31.4% resided in PRH.

B 10.3% of the poor households received CSSA,
lower than the level of overall poor households Cg‘(;gr";‘;‘d
(13.4%). population

B The poverty rate of Kowloon City was 13.9%,
virtually unchanged from the preceding year. Its

poverty situation ranked near the middle among the

Tenant
households in
private
housing

50.9% g

13.5%
103% ./
31.4%

18 districts.
Hrgﬂzfc;)nl g Households in
CSSA PRH
Selected statistical references of the poor
Poor households (*000) 225 Average household size/femployed members 23/04
Poor population (*000) 51.9 Median monthly household income ($) 6,200
Poverty rate (%) 13.9 Median age 53
Total poverty gap (per annum, $Mn) 1,194.3 LFPR (%) 22.6
Average poverty gap (per month, $) 4,400 Unemployment rate (%) 17.9
Rank!ng in 18 .d'St“CtS by poverty 11/18 Demographic/Economic dependency ratio 1 035/4 213
rate (in descending order)
Poor households - size Poor households - housing characteristic
S Others
4-person 5.9%
10.7% 1-person
6-person+ 27.4%
1.1%
Owner-
occupiers PRH
49.2% 3L.4%
2-person Private
35.7% tenants
13.5%
Poor population - economic activity status Economically active poor population - employment status
Students
Aged
below 18 449
17.4%
Aged 65 Unemployed
e 17.9%
Homemakers  g.onomically inactive | @bOVe Full-time
13.2% o, 32:4% 55.1%
80.8% Underemployed
4.1%

Unemploye!
3.4Y
Part-time
Others 0,
13.5% 22.8%

Labour force Employed
19.2% 82.1%

Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.
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(viii) Wong Tai Sin

B The poor households in Wong Tai Sin were mostly
2-person to 4-person households (73.4%). The
proportion was slightly higher than the 72.8% of
overall poor households. The average household
size of 2.5 persons was also relatively large.

B 36.0% of the poor households in the district were
working, slightly higher than the 33.3% of overall
poor households.

B 19.2% of poor households received CSSA, the
highest among all districts. Many (56.5%) of the
poor households resided in PRH. Only 3.8% were
private tenants.

B The poverty rate of Wong Tai Sin fell by 0.8
percentage point to 15.6%, thanks mainly to OALA

Economically
inactive
population

Poor
22 Non-poor

76.8%

Tenant

Cgli(;grili;d households in
) private
population 48.1% housing

S has%
1920

56.5%

and WFA. Yet, its poverty situation was still v Households in

relatively prominent. CSSA
Poor households (*000) 25.3 Average household size/employed members 25/04
Poor population (*000) 62.5 Median monthly household income ($) 8,000
Poverty rate (%) 15.6 Median age 52
Total poverty gap (per annum, $Mn) 1,1715 LFPR (%) 26.9
Average poverty gap (per month, $) 3,900 Unemployment rate (%) 23.7
?aizlzilgg dé?ceﬁ%igésgr'gfr)by poverty 6/18 Demographic/Economic dependency ratio 927 /3 315

Poor households - size

|
4-person |

1-person
21.0%
14.2%  6-person+
1.2%
2-person
37.6%

Poor population - economic activity status

Students
Aged 5.1%
below 18
17.8%
Aged 65
and
above
Homemoakers Economically inactive 29.4%
12.0% 76.8%
Unemployed
5.5%
Others
12.5%

Labour force
23.2%

Source:

Poor households - housing characteristic

Others
3.7%
occupiers PRH
0,
36.1% 56.5%
Private
tenants
3.8%

Economically active poor population - employment status

Unemployed
23.7%
Full-time
Underemployed 52.0%
2.7%

Part-time
21.7%

Employed
76.3%

General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.
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(ix) Kwun Tong

B The size of the poor population in Kwun Tong was
the largest among the 18 districts. The proportions
of working (39.9%), with-children (32.6%) and
new-arrival (6.1%) households among the poor
households in this district were top three in all
districts.

B 18.4% of the poor households received CSSA, the
third highest among all districts. 68.6% resided in
PRH, significantly higher than the 38.3% of overall
poor households.

B With a continuous ageing trend in the district, the
share of elderly households rose and the proportion
of full-time workers fell. The poverty rate of Kwun
Tong rose further by 1.6 percentage points to 18.8%,
overtaking that of North district to become the
highest among the 18 districts. The working and
child poverty situations were also more profound.

Economically
inactive
population

Poor
2 Non-poor

Tenant

Cgllégr?;d households in
) 0 private
population 49.5% housing

1 4.9%

184% .\

68.6%

Household
receiving
CSSA

Households in
PRH

Selected statistical references of the poor

Poor households (*000) 48.0
Poor population (*000) 122.3
Poverty rate (%) 18.8
Total poverty gap (per annum, $Mn) 2,135.8
Average poverty gap (per month, $) 3,700
Ranking in 18 districts by poverty
. . 1/18
rate (in descending order)
Poor households - size
5 on
1-person
4-person I 16.2%
14.8%
6-person+
1.3%
2-person
38.2%

Poor population - economic activity status

Aged Students
below 18 4.0%
18.5%
Aged 65
and
above
Homemakers  Economically inactive '30.0%
13.8% 78.8%
Unemploye

Others
12.5%

Labour force
21.2%

Source:

Average household size/femployed members 26/05
Median monthly household income ($) 8,700
Median age 50
LFPR (%) 25.2
Unemployment rate (%) 13.8
Demographic/Economic dependency ratio 979/3 715

Poor households - housing characteristic

Others
1.8%
Owner-
occupiers PRH
24.7% 68.6%
Private
tenants
4.9%

Economically active poor population - employment status

Unemployed
0,
1.8 Full-time
0,
Underemployed 62.3%
4.6%
Part-time

19.2%

Employed
86.2%

General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.
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(x) Kwai Tsing

B The poor households in Kwai Tsing comprised
relatively more working (40.1%), with-children
(30.5%) and single-parent (7.1%) households.
These proportions were all higher than those of
overall poor households (33.3%, 26.2% and 5.7%
respectively).

Most of the poor households (62.4%) were 2-person
to 3-person households. The average household
size was 2.6.

67.9% of the poor households resided in PRH, the
second highest among the 18 districts. The share of
its poor households receiving CSSA stood high at
18.5%, only after Wong Tai Sin.

The poverty rate of Kwai Tsing went up by 0.2
percentage point and ranked near the middle among
the 18 districts.

Major poverty figures

Poor households (*000) 29.1
Poor population (*000) 74.7
Poverty rate (%) 154
Total poverty gap (per annum, $Mn) 1,321.0
Average poverty gap (per month, $) 3,800
Ranking in 18 districts by poverty 7/18

rate (in descending order)
Poor households - size

“"
4-person |

1-person
16.6%
15.7% 6-person+
§
2-person
37.1%

Poor population - economic activity status

Aged Stud(:,’nts
below 18 4.3%
17.3%
Aged 65
and
above
Homemgkers Economically inactive 30.7%
13.2% 77 8%
Unemploy
3.6%
Others
12.2%
Labour force
22.2%
Note: (8)  Not released due to large sampling errors.
Source:

Economically
inactive
population

Poor
2 Non-poor

Tenant

CS;égr?;d households in
) 0 private
population 48.9% housing

13.5%
185% .

67.9%

Household
receiving
CSSA

Selected statistical references of the poor

Households in
PRH

Average household size/employed members 26/05
Median monthly household income (3$) 8,800
Median age 51
LFPR (%) 25.8
Unemployment rate (%) 16.1
Demographic/Economic dependency ratio 956 /3 498

Poor households - housing characteristic

Others
1.4%
PRH
67.9%
Owner-
occupiers

27.2%

Private

tenants

3.5%

Economically active poor population - employment status

Unemployed Full-time
16.1% 59.6%
Underemployed
3.5%

Part-time
20.8%

Employed
84.0%

General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.
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(xi) Tsuen Wan

m Over eight-tenths (82.2%) of the poor households _
in Tsuen Wan were 1-person to 3-person Economically Poor

inactive
population

households.

B Among the poor households, the share of private
tenants (13.3%) was relatively high, while that of
PRH households (29.5%) was lower than the
38.3% of overall poor households.

W 7.5% of the poor households received CSSA, i
visibly lower than that of overall poor households  population
(13.4%).

B The poverty rate of Tsuen Wan was 14.3%, up by
0.8 percentage point over a year earlier. It ranked
near the middle among the 18 districts after
moving up four places. Population ageing in the
district has become faster and the median age

23 Non-poor

Tenant
households in
private
housing

surged from 55 to 58. The increases in poor Household Households in
persons were almost completely driven by elderly e’ PRH
households.

Selected statistical references of the poor
Poor households (*000) 17.7 Average household size/employed members 24/0.4
Poor population (*000) 42.0 Median monthly household income ($) 6,200
Poverty rate (%) 14.3 Median age 58
Total poverty gap (per annum, $Mn) 998.7 LFPR (%) 234
Average poverty gap (per month, $) 4,700 Unemployment rate (%) 21.0
Rank!ng in 18 .d'StnCts by poverty 10/18 Demographic/Economic dependency ratio 1 105/3 913
rate (in descending order)

Poor households — size Poor households - housing characteristic
5 on
Others
4-person ‘ 1-person 3.5%
14.0% | 21.0%
6-person+
§ PRH
29.5%
Owner-
occupiers
53.7%
2-person Private
43.2% tenants
13.3%
Poor population - economic activity status Economically active poor population - employment status
Students
Aged 2.8%
below 18
16.8% Aged 65 Unemployed
el 21.0%
above ’ Full-time
S 345% 53.2%
Homemakers Economically inactive
11.2% 79.6%
Underemployed
Unemployed 3.2%
4.3%
Part-time
Others
s 22.5%
Labour force Employed
20.4% 79.0%
Note: (8)  Not released due to large sampling errors.
Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.
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(xii) Tuen Mun

B Poor households in Tuen Mun comprised relatively
more economically inactive households (59.9%),
followed by working households (36.3%). These
proportions were similar to those of overall poor
households (62.6% and 33.3% respectively).

B The proportion of the poor households receiving
CSSA was 16.8%, higher than the 13.4% of overall
poor households.

W A relatively high proportion of the poor households
resided in PRH (42.2%).

B The poverty rate of Tuen Mun edged down by 0.1
percentage point from the preceding year to 15.8%.
Yet, compared with other districts, the poverty
situation of Tuen Mun was still relatively notable.

Economically
inactive
population

Poor
> Non-poor

Tenant

Cgli(ligr?;d households in
) private
population 49.7% ) housing
_L7.0%
16.8% )
42.2%
Household Households in
receiving

CSSA A

Selected statistical references of the poor

Poor households (*000) 31.7
Poor population (*000) 74.6
Poverty rate (%) 15.8
Total poverty gap (per annum, $Mn) 1,489.7
Average poverty gap (per month, $) 3,900
Ranking in 18 districts by poverty 5/18

rate (in descending order)
Poor households - size

5-person
4-person? 1-person
11.1% I 20.1%
6-person+
1.1%

2-person
42.9%

Poor population - economic activity status

Students

Aged 41%

below 18

17.2%
Aged 65

and
above
Economically inactive 31.5%

78.8%

Homemakers
12.8%

Unemployed
3.

Others
13.2%

Labour force
21.2%

Source:

Average household size/femployed members 24104
Median monthly household income ($) 7,300
Median age 53
LFPR (%) 24.8
Unemployment rate (%) 14.5
Demographic/Economic dependency ratio 989/3721

Poor households - housing characteristic

Others
3.8%
Owner-
occupiers
47.1% PRH
42.2%
Private
tenants
7.0%

Economically active poor population - employment status

Unemployed
14.5%
Full-time
Underemployed 55.9%
4.9%

Part-time
24.8%

Employed
85.5%

General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.
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(xiii) Yuen Long

B Poor households in Yuen Long comprised relatively
more single-parent (8.5%) and with-children
(29.1%) households.

B The number of poor households and the size of poor
population in Yuen Long were the third highest
among the 18 districts, just after Kwun Tong and
Sha Tin.

B The socio-economic and housing characteristics of

Economically
inactive
population

Poor
2 Non-poor

Tenant

Child and households in

elderly

Yuen Long were similar to those of overall poor — population ﬁgﬂgﬁz

households, though the share of households _ jloe%

receiving CSSA (16.6%) was higher than the 13.4%

16.6% |

of overall poor households. d
B The poverty rate of Yuen Long fell noticeably by 1.4 36.8%

percentage points to 15.3%. The improvement in its

poverty situation over the preceding year was Household

attributable to increases in the shares of full-time receiving Houssgi:ds in

workers and higher-skilled workers in the district. CSSA

Selected statistical references of the poor

Poor households (‘000) 384 Average household size/employed members 24/0.4
Poor population (*000) 91.9 Median monthly household income ($) 6,900
Poverty rate (%) 15.3 Median age 52
Total poverty gap (per annum, $Mn) 19111 LFPR (%) 23.6
Average poverty gap (per month, $) 4,100 Unemployment rate (%) 215
Ranking in 18 districts by poverty 8/18 Demographic/Economic dependency ratio 1084 /4 032

rate (in descending order)
Poor households - size

5) on
4-person 1-person

139% g persons+ 23:2%
1.3%

2-person
38.6%

Poor population - economic activity status

Aged Students
below 18 3.9%
18.9%
Aged 65
and
Homemg\kers Economically inactive abO\ge
13.1% 80.1% 32.5%
Unemploye
Others
11.8%

Labour force
19.9%

Source:

Poor households - housing characteristic

Others
5.5%
occupiers REK
.8%
46.8% 36.8%
Private
tenants
10.9%

Economically active poor population - employment status

Unemployed
21.5%
Full-time
0,
Underemployed 56.7%
4.6%

Part-time
17.2%

Employed
78.5%

General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.
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(xiv) North

B Among the poor households in North district, the
proportions of with-children (33.8%) and working
(38.7%) households were relatively high, with the
former being the highest among the 18 districts.

B 13.5% of the poor households received CSSA,
similar to that of overall poor households (13.4%).

B Only 24.5% of the poor households resided in PRH,
a relatively low proportion.

B The poverty rate of North district rose by 0.6
percentage point and was the second highest among
the 18 districts after Kwun Tong. While the poverty
situation of working households with children
improved along with the enhancement of WFA, that
of economically inactive households (particularly

Economically
inactive
population

Poor
22Non-poor

Tenant

Cgll(ljgrili;d households in
population o
housing

12.6%

135%
24.5%

. el Households in
those with elders) worsened. receiving BRH
CSSA
Selected statistical references of the poor

Poor households (*000) 21.8 Average household size/femployed members 25/04
Poor population (*000) 54.4 Median monthly household income ($) 7,600
Poverty rate (%) 18.1 Median age 51
Total poverty gap (per annum, $Mn) 1,163.7 LFPR (%) 25.3
Average poverty gap (per month, $) 4,500 Unemployment rate (%) 17.6
Ranking in 18 districts by poverty 2/18 Demographic/Economic dependency ratio 983/3 708

rate (in descending order)
Poor households - size

5-person
2
4-person \ 1-person

19.9%
16.0% " 6 person+
§
2-person
34.6%

Poor population - economic activity status

T
below 18 :
19.1%
Aged 65
ke and
Homemakers . - .
13.6% Economically inactive e
78.8%
Unemployed
3.79
Others
12.3%

Labour force
21.2%

Note:  (8)
Source:

Not released due to large sampling errors.
General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.

Poor households - housing characteristic

Others
4.9%
PRH
24.5%
Owner-
occupiers

58.0%

Private

tenants

12.6%

Economically active poor population - employment status

Unemployed Full-time
17.6% 60.8%
Underemployed
4.6%

Part-time
16.9%

Employed
82.4%
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(xv) Tai Po

B Over six-tenths (63.6%) of the poor households in
Tai Po were 1-person and 2-person households.

B The proportion of poor households receiving CSSA
in the district was 9.0%, visibly lower than the
13.4% of overall poor households.

B Among the poor households, 19.9% resided in PRH

Economically
inactive
population

Poor
3 Non-poor

(far lower than the 38.3% of overall poor chiidand Tenant

households), while 61.7% lived in owner-occupied ~elderly et

housing (higher than the 48.2% of overall poor PPU'aion . 10.6% housing

households). n 1
B With the increases in the shares of working it

households and full-time workers, coupled with an

improved jobless situation, the poverty rate of Tai

Po fell further by 1.0 percentage point to 13.4%.

With continued improvement in the poverty Household S

situation_, it_s ranking stayed near the middle among e PRH

the 18 districts.
Poor households (*000) 16.4 Average household size/femployed members 23/04
Poor population (*000) 38.4 Median monthly household income ($) 6,200
Poverty rate (%) 13.4 Median age 55
Total poverty gap (per annum, $Mn) 857.0 LFPR (%) 23.2
Average poverty gap (per month, $) 4,400 Unemployment rate (%) 17.2
Ranking in 18 districts by poverty 12/18 Demographic/Economic dependency ratio 1 124/4 039

rate (in descending order)
Poor households - size

5-‘3n
4-person f 1-person

14.4% " 6 person+  265%

1.6%

2-person
37.1%

Poor population - economic activity status

Students
2.9%

Aged 65
and
above

Economically inactive34'9%

80.2%

Homemakers
11.5%

Unemploye
3.4%

Others
14.0%

Labour force
19.8%

Source:

Poor households - housing characteristic

Others
7.8%
PRH
19.9%

Private

Owner- tenants

occupiers 10.6%

61.7%

Economically active poor population - employment status

Unemployed
17p20/il Full-time
’ 58.6%
Underemployed
5.8%

Part-time
18.4%

Employed
82.8%

General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.
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(xvi) Sha Tin

B Nearly two-thirds (65.9%) of the poor households in
Sha Tin were 2-person to 3-person households, a
relatively high proportion.

B Among the poor households, 41.0% resided in PRH,
slightly higher than the 38.3% of overall poor
households.

B The share of CSSA households was 11.9%, lower
than that of overall poor households (13.4%).

B With its larger population, Sha Tin had the second
largest numbers of poor households and persons
among the 18 districts, just after Kwun Tong. Yet,
in terms of poverty rate, its poverty situation stayed
near the middle among the 18 districts. Its poverty
rate rose by 0.9 percentage point to 14.9%, partly
reflecting a rising proportion of elderly households
in the district, and around 45% of the additional poor

Economically
inactive
population

Poor

2 Non-poor

Tenant

Cgllt;gr?;d households in
population prlvz_ite
housing

. Housgh_old Households in
population were from elderly households. recelving PRH
Selected statistical references of the poor
Poor households (*000) 39.7 Average household size/femployed members 24104
Poor population (*000) 94.2 Median monthly household income ($) 7,400
Poverty rate (%) 14.9 Median age 57
Total poverty gap (per annum, $Mn) 1,994.5 LFPR (%) 21.9
Average poverty gap (per month, $) 4,200 Unemployment rate (%) 14.0
Ranking in 18 districts by poverty 9/18 Demographic/Economic dependency ratio 1050/ 4 157

rate (in descending order)
Poor households - size

5- on
210%
4-person
13.4% \

1-person
18.5%
6-person+
§
2-person
43.9%

Poor population - economic activity status

Students
Aged 4.5%
below 18

LAl Aged 65

and
above

Economically inactive 39:9%
80.6%

Homemakers
12.7%

Unemployed
2.

Others
13.1%

Labour force
19.4%
Note: (8)  Not released due to large sampling errors.
Source:

Poor households - housing characteristic

Others
3.3%
Owner-
occupiers PRH
Private
tenants
4.2%

Economically active poor population - employment status

Unemployed FuII-tiome
14.0% 57.8%
Underemployed
3.5%
Part-time

24.8%

Employed
86.0%

General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.
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(xvii) Sai Kung

B Among the poor households in Sai Kung, the
proportions of new-arrival (2.6%) and with-children
(19.8%) households were relatively low, both lower
than the corresponding figures of overall poor
households.

m Nearly nine-tenths (89.4%) of the poor households

Economically
inactive
population

Poor
3 Non-poor

did not receive CSSA, among which 77.1% had no _ chitdana o
- : elderly .
financial needs. _ » population \ 5210 \ ,fg‘;;‘;g
B The poverty rate of Sai Kung fell visibly by 1.0 < sowm
percentage point to 10.7%, the lowest among the 18
districts i
' 29.8%
Household: .
S Households in
receiving
CSSA PRH
Selected statistical references of the poor
Poor households (*000) 20.1 Average household size/employed members 23/0.4
Poor population (*000) 46.4 Median monthly household income ($) 6,500
Poverty rate (%) 10.7 Median age 60
Total poverty gap (per annum, $Mn) 1,082.4 LFPR (%) 21.6
Average poverty gap (per month, $) 4,500 Unemployment rate (%) 17.7
Ranking in 18 districts by poverty 18/18 Demographic/Economic dependency ratio 1087 /4 182

rate (in descending order)
Poor households - size

5-person+
2.4%
4-person 1-person

12.5% 21.9%

2-person
43.1%

Poor population - economic activity status

Students
3.6%
Aged
below 18 Aged 65
12.9% and
above
. . 371.9%
LIRS Economically inactive
9.8% 80.7%
Unemployed
3
Others
16.6%

Labour force
19.3%

Source:

Poor households - housing characteristic

Others
6.9%
PRH
29.8%
o(gcwug?g;s Private
tenants
58.4% 5.0%

Economically active poor population - employment status

Unemployed
17.7% Full-time

54.2%
Underemployed
5.8%

Part-time
22.3%

Employed
82.3%

General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.
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(xviii) Islands

m With few households and a small population in
Islands district, the numbers of poor households and Economically

persons therein were only 9 200 households and inaclti;{e Poor
population

19 500 persons respectively, both the smallest
among the 18 districts. Among the poor, the
proportion of elders (39.8%) was the highest among
the districts in the New Territories. The median age
was also relatively high. Child and
W The majority (73.3%) of the poor households were ="
1-person and 2-person households and 44.7% were
elderly households.
B Almost half (49.1%) of the poor households resided
in owner-occupied housing, while only 31.4% lived

23 Non-poor

Tenant
households in
private

56.7% housing

7.7%
15.6%
31.4%

in PRH.
B The poverty rate of Islands district fell notably by
1.6 percentage points from 2017 to 12.3%. Its e Households in
poverty situation was near the lower end among the CSSA PRH
18 districts.

Selected statistical references of the poor
Poor households (*000) 9.2 Average household size/employed members 2.1/0.3
Poor population (*000) 195 Median monthly household income ($) 3,900
Poverty rate (%) 12.3 Median age 58
Total poverty gap (per annum, $Mn) 460.7 LFPR (%) 20.5
Average poverty gap (per month, $) 4,200 Unemployment rate (%) 21.0
Rank!ng in 18 .d'St”CtS by poverty 15/18 Demographic/Economic dependency ratio 1 310/4 661
rate (in descending order)

Poor households - size Poor households - housing characteristic
5-person+ S
4-person § LD
11.4%
1-person
32.0%
PRH
31.4%
Owner-
occupiers
49.1%
Private
2-person tenants
41.3% 7.7%
Poor population - economic activity status Economically active poor population - employment status
Students
4.5%
b é?;)%idls Unemployed
0,
16.5% Aged 65 21.0%
and
above
Economically inactive T Full-time
H k B
0'32“0/? ) 82.3% Underemployed 51.7%
8.7%
Unemploy:
e Part-time
18.6%
Others
13.1%

Labour force

17.7% Employed

79.0%

Note: (8)  Not released due to large sampling errors.
Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.
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4.1

4.2

4.3

Policy Implications

The Government of the Hong Kong Special Administrative Region attaches
great importance to poverty alleviation work, with a view to providing
appropriate assistance to those in need. The Government adheres to the
following principles: “pro-child”, “pro-family”, “pro-work™, “respecting the
choices of beneficiaries” and “embracing public health”.  Since the
establishment of CoP in late 2012, the Government has been closely working
with it to study and address poverty issues. The official poverty line and the
analytical framework developed by CoP help quantify poverty situation,
thereby facilitating the continuous monitoring of Hong Kong’s poverty
situation and the understanding of the effectiveness of various policy measures.
Groups requiring priority care are also identified, which provide an objective
basis for the introduction and enhancement of various targeted measures for the
needy families and underprivileged groups.

In 2018, after recurrent cash intervention, the overall poor population in Hong
Kong amounted to 1.024 million and the corresponding poverty rate was
14.9%, both higher than those in the previous year. Structural changes such as
population ageing have continued to exert an upward pressure on poverty
figures. As reiterated in the past Reports, the official poverty line has its
limitations. Though the Government has committed an increasing amount of
resources on education, healthcare and welfare, only the poverty alleviation
impact of recurrent cash benefits was considered under the main analytical
framework. In any case, in terms of policy implications, the overarching
principle of alleviating poverty and building a compassionate and inclusive
society is to provide targeted support for groups with various needs. This is
also fully manifested in the Chief Executive’s 2019 Policy Address:

“Pro-Child” and “Pro-Family”: Working poor households, among others,
have always been a priority of the poverty alleviation work of the current-term
Government. Most of these households are self-reliant and do not receive
CSSA. With rather limited employment earnings from working members, the
burden on these households is heavy, particularly so for those with children to
take care of. The Government’s WFA Scheme is designed with multi-tier cash
allowances (including Child Allowance), which encourages increased and
sustained participation in the labour market by these households, so as to
provide focused support to these households on one hand, and assist the
alleviation of inter-generational poverty on the other.
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4.4

4.5

In 2018, the poverty rate of working households fell to a low of 8.0%. With a
higher proportion of working households, the poverty situation of with-children
and new-arrival households likewise improved. The child poverty rate fell
markedly by 0.7 percentage point from the preceding year to a record low of
16.8%. Indeed, the recurrent cash measures in 2018 reduced the overall poverty
rate by 5.5 percentage points, 0.1 percentage point more than that in 2017,
making a record high since the announcement of the poverty line. In particular,
the poverty alleviation impact of WFA even increased from 0.4 percentage
point in 2017 to 0.6 percentage point in 2018.

In the Chief Executive’s 2019 Policy Address proposed a series of measures to
improve people’s livelihood, with a view to further catering to the needs of
children from different backgrounds, encouraging employment and alleviating
inter-generational poverty. The key recurrent cash measures include:

»  Improving the CSSA Scheme: to put forward a host of improvement
measures to further encourage able-bodied CSSA recipients to work,
while ensuring that the CSSA Scheme can continue to serve as the safety
net of last resort. The proposed measures include raising the maximum
amount of disregarded earnings by 60% from $2,500 to $4,000 per
month, enhancing the CSSA employment support services, extending a
range of supplement and special grants to eligible non-elderly able-
bodied recipients, and increasing the maximum rates of rent allowance
by about 3% to 27% with reference to the number of members in the
household;

» Raising all payment rates of WFA substantially: in order to preserve
the relativity and balance between the financial position of households
receivingt WFA and CSSA, the working-hour linked household
allowance under the Scheme would increase by 16.7% to 25% in tandem
and the Child Allowance by a significant 40%;

»  Regularising the provision of the student grant: to further ease the
burden of parents, starting from the 2020/21 school year, the student
grant will be regularised and each secondary day school, primary school
and kindergarten student will receive annually $2,500; and

»  Enhancing the “Public Transport Fare Subsidy Scheme”: increase
the subsidy rate from one-fourth to one-third of the monthly public
transport expenses in excess of $400, and raise the subsidy cap from the
existing level of $300 to $400 per month. This will not only reduce the
burden of transportation expenses on the employed, but will also benefit
the general public.
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4.6

4.7

4.8

4.9

As reflected in the analysis of poverty statistics, employment can significantly
reduce poverty risk. The Government will continue to develop the economy,
provide more quality employment opportunities, and encourage self-reliance
and continued employment. The SMW uprating by 8.7% from $34.5 per hour
to $37.5 per hour effective from 1 May 2019, also helped improve the earnings
of grassroots employees. In addition, in order to further unleash the
productivity of the female workforce, the Chief Executive also proposed to
strengthen the after-school care programme by adding 2 500 full fee-waiving
places, relaxing application eligibility and increasing subsidy level, etc.

Supporting youth: While the number of poor youths at some 90 000 only
accounted for 8.8% of the overall poor population, the youth poverty rate,
relatively low at 9.3%, was on the rise in recent years. The additional poor
youths were mainly economically inactive students, which suggested that the
poverty status of some of the youth might be transitional in nature. With the
household income of these youth students expected to improve notably upon
their graduation and successful entrance into the labour market, the
Government will strive our best in youth development work™ through various
measures, so that our young generation can better equip themselves for their
future career development in advance.

In terms of enhancing support for underprivileged post-secondary students, for
example, CCF has been providing hostel subsidy for needy undergraduate
students residing in hostels in the past few years and increased the academic
expenses grant for needy students pursuing eligible self-financing post-
secondary programmes. In addition, needy post-secondary students can benefit
from other measures such as the “Study Subsidy Scheme for Designated
Professions/Sectors” and the “Non-means-tested Subsidy Scheme for Self-
financing Undergraduate Studies in Hong Kong”.

Poverty alleviation and elderly care: Population ageing has accelerated
markedly in recent years. The number of economically inactive 1-person and
2-person elderly households, which typically lack regular income, increased
distinctly. The existing poverty line framework measures poverty solely by
household income, and hence, retired elders would easily be classified as poor.
Though the elderly poverty rate rebounded somewhat in 2018, the various
enhancements of OALA that progressively came into effect in the recent two
years have started to yield some positive results. The ratio of the elderly

75 Namely addressing youth’s concerns about education, career pursuit and home ownership, and encouraging

youth participation in politics, public policy discussion and debate.
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4.12

population covered by the social security system in 2018 increased by nearly
one percentage point compared with 2016 to 73.0%.

Aside from cash subsidy, elders may be more in need of in-kind assistance. The
latest survey conducted by C&SD points out that in 2018 many poor elders
(53 700 persons) received direct payment in-kind for daily expense from non-
household members (e.g. not-living-together children). In addition to paying
for rent, rates, management fees, water, electricity and gas bills, and
miscellaneous expenses, FDHs were also hired to take care of their daily living.
All these are important in improving their living standard. The Government
also continues to cater for elders with diverse needs through the provision of
in-kind benefits. To provide more comprehensive services for an increasing
number of elderly, the Chief Executive’s 2019 Policy Address proposed to
provide an additional 1 000 service vouchers under the “Pilot Scheme on
Community Care Service Voucher for the Elderly”, bringing the total to 8 000.
It also proposed an additional 3 000 service quota under “Integrated Home Care
Services (Frail Cases)”, on top of strengthening various healthcare and care
services for the elderly.

Furthermore, many “low-income, owning assets of certain value” elders may
not necessarily have financial needs. The Hong Kong Mortgage Corporation
Limited launched the “HKMC Annuity Plan” in July 2018 and enhanced it in
December the same year. Eligible elders can convert some of their assets into
lifetime monthly annuity payments. Provided that the number of elders
applying for annuity continues to increase as the plan develops, the impact of
the Plan would then be more notably reflected in the poverty figures in the
coming years’s.

The Government will continue to offer holistic support to elderly employment,
which not only helps prevent or alleviate poverty, but also positively affects the
personal health of the elderly by increasing social participation and maintaining
cognitive ability, among others. It could also mitigate the potential impact of
population ageing on future labour supply. In fact, there are more and more
elders who would opt to stay in the labour market after retirement, with the rates
of increase more pronounced for those aged 65 to 69. To encourage employers
to hire mature persons and provide them with on-the-job training, the Labour
Department enhanced the “Employment Programme for the Elderly and
Middle-aged” in September 2018 to provide employers hiring mature job-
seekers aged 60 or above a monthly on-the-job training allowance of $4,000 for
a period of 6 to 12 months. The Labour Department also implements other

76  As mentioned in paragraph 1.19, the annuity plan had insignificant impact on the poverty line and the overall
poverty statistics in 2018.
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4.14

measures to facilitate employment among mature persons, such as organising
large-scale thematic job fairs and employment briefings for them.

To sum up, the Government has all along adopted a multi-pronged approach in
terms of poverty alleviation measures, covering both cash benefits and support
services. Of particular note is that the poverty alleviation impact of one-off
cash measures and in-kind subsidised services (such as the two rounds of grants
of the “one-off living subsidy” to be provided to the “N have-nots”’’ through
CCF in the next financial year, the provision of PRH), instead of being reflected
in the poverty statistics currently used for core analysis, would only serve as
supplementary information for reference. Likewise, non-means-tested in-kind
benefits for the general public, which have involved a large amount of public
resources, are not included in the poverty line analytical framework. Therefore,
when interpreting poverty statistics, it is necessary to consider the assistance
provided by other measures to households with financial needs, in order to have
an objective and comprehensive understanding of Hong Kong’s poverty
situation. In other words, the positive impacts of a host of Government’s
measures to alleviate poverty are not fully reflected in the current poverty
statistics.

In 2019, the local economy has weakened visibly. The labour market showed
signs of easing in the third quarter of 2019, with possible repercussions on the
earnings and employment prospects for the grassroots. Structural factors such
as population ageing will continue to put an upward pressure on poverty
indicators. That said, the series of relief measures introduced by the
Government in the second half of 2019, together with various new poverty
alleviation initiatives proposed in the Policy Address by the Chief Executive,
are expected to bring relief on various social strata. The Government will
continue to closely monitor the poverty situation in Hong Kong and the
effectiveness of various poverty alleviation measures so as to provide timely
and appropriate assistance to those in need and affected.

77 This refers to CCF’s “One-off Living Subsidy for Low-income Households Not Living in Public Housing
and Not Receiving CSSA” Programme.
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Poverty Line and Its Analytical Framework

Based on the three functions (viz. analysing the poverty situation, assisting
policy formulation, and assessing policy effectiveness) and the five guiding
principles (including ready measurability, international comparability, regular
data availability, cost-effectiveness, and amenability to compilation and
interpretation) of setting the poverty line, the first-term CoP, after rounds of
discussion, reached a general consensus on a proposal of setting the poverty
line for Hong Kong. The proposal was to adopt the concept of “relative
poverty” with the pre-intervention monthly household income as the basis
for measurement, and set the poverty lines at 50% of the median household
income by household size (Figure A.1)’®. Subsequently, the second- and
third-term CoP agreed to follow the poverty line analytical framework adopted
by the first-term CoP after discussions.

Figure A.1: Poverty lines by household size, 2009-2018

($, per month)
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General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.

A Few Important Concepts
Relative poverty

There are two mainstream approaches to setting a poverty line, based on the
concept of either absolute poverty or relative poverty. In short, the former
concept identifies individuals who cannot meet a level of “minimum
subsistence” or “basic needs” as poor, while the latter focuses on living

78 For details of the mainstream approaches to setting the poverty line and their assessment, please refer to
Appendices 1 and 2 of the Hong Kong Poverty Situation Report 2012.
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Al3

(b)

AlA4

Al.5

Al.6

standards below those of the general public, which is consistent with the
guiding poverty alleviation principle of enabling different strata of the society
to share the fruits of economic development.

The first-term CoP noted that adopting the concept of “relative poverty” in
setting poverty lines is consistent with the current international practice of most
developed economies, such as the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development (OECD) and the European Union (EU), and hence the
corresponding statistics so compiled would be more readily and broadly
comparable internationally. In addition, as Hong Kong is a mature and
developed economy, it would be difficult to form a broad consensus in the
community if only those living below the minimum subsistence level are
regarded as poor.

Pre-intervention household income as the basis for measurement

Having regard to the international experiences in adopting the concept of
“relative poverty”, the first-term CoP noted that many places set their poverty
lines by anchoring to a certain percentage of the median household income. In
other words, households with incomes below the selected percentage of the
median would be defined as poor™.

Moreover, recognising that one of the main functions of the poverty line is to
assess the effectiveness of poverty alleviation policies, the first-term CoP
decided to exclude the effects of taxation and various cash benefits from
household income in the estimation of the poverty lines so as to prevent the
poverty line thresholds from being affected by policy intervention.

Simply put, household income can be classified into the following two types:

(i) “Pre-intervention” household income: literally refers to the original
household income without taxation or any other policy intervention®. It
includes only a household’s own employment earnings and other non-
policy intervention cash income. Setting a poverty line threshold on this
basis can reveal the most fundamental situation of a household.

79 There are views that the expenditure patterns of households should also be taken into account when setting
a poverty line, for example, using household income net of housing expenses to define poverty. However,
the related statistics are mainly from the Household Expenditure Survey conducted by C&SD once every
five years. The first-term CoP therefore reckoned that it would be difficult to provide timely updates if the
poverty line was based on such a concept. As such, the first-term CoP decided to adopt household income
as the basis for measuring poverty. Besides, there are technical difficulties in collecting data on mortgage
interest payment of owner-occupier households with mortgage in household surveys.

80 Please refer to the items listed in Table A.3 of Appendix 3.
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Al.7

(i) “Post-intervention” household income: on top of (i), by deducting
taxes and adding back all recurrent cash benefits (such as CSSA, OAA,
OALA, DA, WITS and WFA®?), the derived household income can more
genuinely reflect the amount of monthly disposable cash available to a
household®?.

The first-term CoP noted that the Government introduced many non-recurrent
cash benefits (including one-off measures), involving a considerable amount of
public spending. Although these measures can provide direct support to the
grassroots, they are non-recurrent in nature. The first-term CoP therefore
considered that the core analytical framework should only cover recurrent cash
benefits, while poverty statistics after taking into account non-recurrent cash
items should serve as supplementary information for assessing policy
effectiveness. On the other hand, the first-term CoP agreed that many of the
means-tested in-kind benefits can indeed benefit the poor and undoubtedly
alleviate their poverty situation. Hence, the relevant poverty figures should also
serve as supplementary information (Figure A.2).

Figure A.2: Schematic representation of pre- and post-intervention
household income

(1) Pre-intervention household income || Supplementary information:

—

Cash (CSSA, OAA, OALA and DA) (+) Non-recurrent cash benefits* | : :
benefits| (+) Education-related cash benefits 1, (e.g. rates waivers, cash benefits | . benefits I
I [
| [

(-) Taxation

——

\/— -~ : : _______
Recurrent cash benefits: | | . _ _ _ _ _ N oo \

(+) Social security payments Ir (+) Recurrent cash benefits I | === === == = =
(+) Recurrent cash

under CCF, providing recipients of |
CSSA, OAA, OALA and DA with |

(+) In-kind benefits

(+) Other cash benefits o
(e.g. PRH provision)

(e.g. WFA)

- - -~ -
- — ~~ -
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Including recurrent cash benefits only Including recurrent and non- Including recurrent cash
recurrent cash benefits and in-kind benefits

Note: (*) Non-recurrent cash benefits include
one-off measures.

Setting the poverty line at 50% of the median household income by
household size

The first-term CoP also noted that it has been a common practice, both
internationally and locally, to set the poverty line at 50% of the median

81 For details of the benefit items and their estimation methodologies, please refer to Appendix 3.

82 Internationally, cash benefits offered by the government are usually counted as household income in
analysing poverty and income distribution. For instance, the EU regards government cash allowances as one
of the components in the estimation of household “disposable income”. For details, please see the EU’s
webpage on metadata (http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/cache/metadata/en/ilc_esms.htm).
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Al1.10

household income. For instance, the OECD adopts 50% of the median
household income as the main poverty threshold. In Hong Kong, some non-
governmental organisations (such as the Hong Kong Council of Social Service
(HKCSS) and Oxfam Hong Kong (Oxfam)) have also adopted 50% of the
median household income as the poverty line for years.

Additionally, household size inevitably affects living needs. For example, a 2-
person family normally consumes fewer resources than a 4-person family.
However, since some resources can be shared among household members, the
larger the household size, the greater the economies of scale, thus the lesser
average living needs of each family member. The first-term CoP had
deliberated on this matter®3,

Analytical Framework

One of the major functions of the poverty line is to assess policy effectiveness.
By estimating two types of household income as illustrated above, we can
analyse the changes in poverty indicators before and after policy intervention,
so as to quantify and evaluate the effectiveness of existing poverty alleviation
measures. This can facilitate policy review (Figure A.3). By the same token,
the poverty line also serves as a tool for simulating the effect of policy
initiatives under deliberation on various poverty indicators, thereby providing
an objective policy guidance.

83 The first-term CoP agreed to make reference to the approach adopted by HKCSS and Oxfam, i.e. setting
different poverty lines according to household size. As far as the impact of household size on economies of
scale is concerned, one approach is to adopt the “equivalence scale”. Upon deliberation, the first-term CoP
concluded that internationally there was no universal standard for the equivalence scale, and its application
and estimation methodology were also controversial. It would be difficult for the public to understand and
interpret the figures, and therefore not meet the guiding principle of “amenability to compilation and
interpretation” in setting a poverty line. For details, please refer to Box 2.1 of the Hong Kong Poverty
Situation Report 2012.
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Figure A.3: Schematic representation of the poverty line and its analytical
framework
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Al1.11 With reference to the international practice, there are several major poverty
indicators under the poverty line framework, namely (i) poverty incidence
(including the number of poor households and the size of the poor population)
and (ii) poverty rate for measuring the extent of poverty, and (iii) poverty gap
(including average and total poverty gaps) for measuring the depth of poverty?®-.

Al1.12 Statistics for poverty analysis are mainly sourced from the GHS of C&SD, and
cover domestic households only. The data collected can be further analysed by
a set of socio-economic characteristics (such as gender, age, employment
conditions and district). A focused analysis of the conditions of various groups,
such as elderly, single-parent and unemployed households, can also be
conducted.

Al1.13 At its meeting in April 2016, CoP continued the discussion in 2013 on setting
the poverty line framework and deliberated on the proposals to enhance the
framework. In particular, CoP adopted the recommendation of Professor
Richard Wong Yue-chim to analyse poverty data by age of household head.
Hence, since the Hong Kong Poverty Situation Report 2015, two household
groups by age of household head (i.e. households with elderly head aged 65 and
above, and households with head aged 18 to 64) have been added to the

84  For definitions of these poverty indicators, please refer to Appendix 2.
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analytical framework (Table A.1). The relevant analysis is set out in
Sections 2.VI and 3.1(c).

Table A.1: Five selected key household characteristics for focused analysis
under the analytical framework

(i) Social (if) Economic (iii) Housing (iv) District (v) Age of
household head

= Elderly = Economically |= PRH = Bythe 18 = Elders aged 65

= Youth inactive =  Private District and above

= With-children |® Working tenants Council = Persons aged

= CSSA = Unemployed = Owner- districts 18 to 64

= Single-parent occupiers

= New-arrival

Note: For the definitions of various household groups, please refer to the Glossary.

Al.14 Furthermore, to understand the in-kind support from non-household members
(e.g. relatives not living together) to poor households, C&SD has started to
collect, from 2018 onwards by means of GHS, data on DPIK for daily living
expenses provided by non-household members, including rent, management
fee, water, electricity and gas bills, etc. The relevant analysis is set out in the
newly added Box 2.1 of this Report.

Al1.15 Nevertheless, given the constraints of sample design and size, the poverty
statistics on smaller groups (such as youth households) from the GHS are
subject to relatively large sampling errors and should therefore be interpreted
with care. Moreover, owing to the constraints of sample size, finer breakdowns
of statistics on some specific groups are not available. For instance, it is hardly
possible to provide further breakdowns for each of the 18 District Council
districts. In addition, data regarding some groups (e.g. ethnic minorities and
persons with disabilities) are not available as well.

Al1.16 As such, a special topic enquiry was conducted by C&SD in 2013 to interview
and collect data on persons with disabilities in Hong Kong. The survey data
were used to compile the poverty statistics of persons with disabilities, and the
relevant analysis is provided in the Hong Kong Poverty Situation Report on
Disability 2013 published in 2014. C&SD has launched a new round of the
approximately year-long survey in the second half of 2019. In addition, to
continuously monitor the poverty situation of ethnic minorities, the
Government based on the statistics of the 2011 Population Census and the 2016
Population By-census to analyse their poverty risk, and released the Hong Kong
Poverty Situation Report on Ethnic Minorities in 2015 and 2018 respectively.
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Limitations of the Poverty Line

There is no perfect way of setting the poverty line. The following major
limitations should be noted:

The poverty line does not take assets into account

Since the poverty line takes household income as the sole indicator for
measuring poverty without considering the amount of assets and liabilities,
some ‘“‘asset-rich, income-poor” persons (such as retired elders with
considerable amount of savings, stocks or holding properties) may be classified
as poor. This limitation should not be overlooked when interpreting the poverty
figures. In this connection, after reviewing the current poverty line framework,
the third-term CoP agreed to further enhance the elderly poverty analysis. An
analysis of poor elders residing in owner-occupied housing without mortgages
and loans is introduced in Box 2.2 to identify elders who are “income poor,
owning property of certain value” based on the value of their owner-occupied
properties. This analysis will, to a certain extent, make up for the current
analytical framework’s limitation of not taking assets into account.

The poverty line is not a “poverty alleviation line”

As household assets are not taken into account, the poverty line should not be
taken as the eligibility criteria of any poverty alleviation initiatives. In other
words, setting the poverty line does not mean that the Government should
automatically offer subsidies to individuals or households below the poverty
line. On the contrary, for some groups, even if their household incomes are
above the poverty line, they may still be eligible for government subsidies
provided that they pass the means tests for individual assistance schemes®.

The poverty line is an analytical tool for identifying the poor population,
facilitating policy formulation, and assessing the effectiveness of government
policy intervention in poverty alleviation. As such, the poverty line should not
be linked directly to the means-tested mechanisms of assistance schemes.

The poor population always exists before policy intervention

Under normal circumstances, there are always people in poverty statistically
before policy intervention based on a “relative poverty” line set at a percentage

85 In fact, the eligibility criteria on income of many of the existing assistance schemes are more lenient than
the poverty line thresholds. For example, the WFA adopts a three-tier system by household income:
household income at or lower than 50% of the median monthly domestic household income of economically
active households, exceeding 50% but not higher than 60% of the median, and exceeding 60% but not higher
than 70% of the median.
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of the pre-intervention median household income. This is because under this
concept, households with incomes “relatively” lower than that of the overall
median by a certain extent are, by definition, classified as poor. Therefore, an
economic upturn with a widespread improvement in household income does
not guarantee a decrease in the size of the poor population, especially when the
income growth of households below the poverty line is less promising as
compared to that of the overall household income (i.e. median income).
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A2 Quantitative Indicators of the Poverty Line

A2.1 The quantitative indicators in this Appendix are widely adopted internationally.
For details, please refer to Haughton and Khandker (2009) and Rio Group

(2006).

Table A.2: Quantitative indicators of the poverty line

Indicator Detailed definition
1. Poverty Poverty incidence (n) can be divided into the following two
incidence

categories:

(1) Number of poor households (k): the number of
households with household incomes below the poverty
line.

(i) Poor population (q): the number of persons living in poor
households.

Poverty incidence is the main indicator for measuring the
extent of poverty.

2. Poverty rate

Poverty rate (H)) is the proportion of the poor population (q)
within the total population living in domestic households (N,):

3. Total poverty
gap

Total poverty gap (Gt) is the sum of the difference between
the income (y1) of each poor household (%) and the poverty
line (2):

K
G, = Z (z-V1)
i=1
It represents the total amount of fiscal expenditure theoretically

required for eliminating poverty. It is the main indicator for
measuring the depth of poverty.

4. Average
poverty gap

Average poverty gap (Ga) is the total poverty gap (Gy)
divided by the number of poor households (k):

The average poverty gap represents the average amount of
fiscal expenditure theoretically required to eliminate poverty
for each poor household.
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A3

A3.1

A3.2

A3l

(@)
A3.3

A3.4

(b)
A35

Policy Intervention - Coverage, Estimation and Limitations

Currently, household income data collected in the GHS of C&SD only include
household members’ employment earnings, investment income (including
regularly received rents and dividends), regular monthly social security
payments (such as CSSA and OAA) and other non-social-transfer cash income
(including regular cash contribution by non-household members) (i.e. basic
cash income).

Given that one of the major functions of the poverty line is to assess the
effectiveness of poverty alleviation policies, it is necessary to further estimate
the changes in household income before and after policy intervention. The
ensuing paragraphs outline the coverage of these policy intervention measures
(Table A.3) and their corresponding estimation methodologies.

Policy Items Included in the Estimation of the Main Poverty Statistics
Taxation

Taxation includes (i) salaries tax paid by household members; (ii) property tax;
and (iii) rates and Government rent paid by households.

The amount of salaries tax is estimated mainly based on the information
provided by respondents of the GHS on employment earnings and household
composition. The amount of property tax is imputed based on property rental
income as reported, while the rates and Government rent are made reference
primarily to the relevant data by type of housing (PRH: administrative records
provided by Hong Kong Housing Authority (HA) and Hong Kong Housing
Society (HKHS); private housing: administrative records provided by the
Rating and Valuation Department (RVD)).

Recurrent cash benefits

Recurrent cash benefits can primarily be categorised into the following two
types:

>  Social security payments: including CSSA, OAA, OALA and DA. As
some GHS respondents were unwilling to reveal whether they were
CSSA recipients, C&SD has carried out a reconciliation exercise
between the GHS database and SWD’s administrative records in order
to obtain a more precise estimation of CSSA payments received by
households: compare the distribution of CSSA cases in the survey
results and the administrative records (e.g. by case nature, type of
housing and district of residence), and impute the payment to the
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A3.11

(@)
A3.6

(b)
A3.7

relevant income data of some sampled households selected on a random
basis in the groups with discrepancies, so that the database could reflect
the actual distribution more precisely; and

» Other recurrent cash benefits: referring to other Government
measures that provide cash assistance to eligible households/
individuals, such as the Financial Assistance Scheme for Post-secondary
Students, the WITS Scheme and the WFA Scheme. Owing to the
limitations of the GHS data, these benefits would also be imputed by
C&SD based on the administrative records of relevant bureaux/
departments, including the number of individual/ household
beneficiaries and their socio-economic characteristics (such as
household income and age profiles of residents). The amounts of
benefits are imputed to the income data of some eligible individuals /
households selected on a random basis in the sample.

Policy Items Regarded as Supplementary Information
Non-recurrent cash benefits (including one-off measures)

The Government has provided a number of non-recurrent cash benefits
(including one-off measures) to the public in recent years. Although CoP
considered that the core analytical framework should only cover recurrent cash
benefits, the impact of non-recurrent cash benefits on the poverty situation
should still be estimated as supplementary information. The estimation
methodology of these benefits is similar to that of recurrent cash benefits.
Section 2.VI1I(a) of this Report provides an overview of the poverty statistics
after factoring in non-recurrent cash benefits for reference.

Means-tested in-kind benefits

While considering that the core analysis should focus on the situation after
recurrent cash policy intervention, CoP recognised the comparable significance
of means-tested in-kind benefits as poverty alleviation measures. Thus, their
effectiveness should also be evaluated as a reference for policy analysis.
Section 2.V1I(b) provides an analysis of the poverty statistics after taking into
account the transfer of these means-tested in-kind benefits.
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Table A.3: Detailed coverage of policy measures recommended by CoP™

Pre-intervention |

Taxation (salaries tax and property tax, as well as rates and Government rent payable by households) |
_I_

Recurrent cash benefits

Social
>

>

V VVVVVV VY V VY

security payments
CSSA, OAA, OALA and DA

Other cash benefits

School Textbook Assistance Scheme
(including the Enhancement of the Flat-rate
Grant under the School Textbook Assistance
Scheme™)

Student Travel Subsidy Scheme

Tuition Fee Reimbursement for Project Yi Jin
Students

Financial Assistance Scheme for Post-
secondary Students

Tertiary Student Finance Scheme — Publicly-
funded Programmes

Transport Support Scheme

WITS Scheme

Grant for Emergency Alarm System
Examination Fee Remission Scheme
Subsidy Scheme for Internet Access Charges
Child Development Fund Targeted Savings
Scheme - Special Financial Incentive
Enhancement of the financial assistance for
needy students pursuing programmes below
sub-degree level”

WEFA (named as LIFA before April 2018)
Scheme

Grant for School-related Expenses for
Kindergarten Students

v

Post-intervention

(recurrent cash)
_|_

Cash benefits

r--
1

vV VYV V YV VYV

VvV Vv

Tax rebate for salaries tax and tax under personal assessment; Rates |
waiver ]
Rent payments for public housing tenants .
Provision of extra payment to recipients of CSSA, OAA, DA, |
OALA, WITS and WFA (named as LIFA before April 2018) '
Cash allowance for students receiving CSSA or student financial |
assistance :
Electricity charges subsidy i
“Scheme $6,000” ]
Caring and Sharing Scheme* i
One-off Allowance for New Arrivals from Low-income Families™@ |
Subsidy for CSSA recipients living in rented private housing and |
paying a rent exceeding the maximum rent allowance under the |
CSSA Scheme™
Subsidy for low-income elderly tenants in private housing™@
Subsidy for low-income persons who are inadequately housed=@
Subsidy for the severely disabled persons aged below 60 who are
non-CSSA recipients requiring constant attendance and living in the i
community™ i
Enhancement of the Flat-rate Grant under the School Textbook j
Assistance Scheme™ :
Enhancement of the financial assistance for needy students |
pursuing programmes below sub-degree level™ :
One-off living subsidy for low-income households not living in
public housing and not receiving CSSA (launched for three timesin !
i
1
1
1
1
1

2013, 2015 and 2016 respectively)=@

Increasing the academic expenses grant under the
Financial Assistance Scheme for Post-secondary Students™
Provision of a one-off special subsidy for students on full grant
under the School Textbook Assistance Scheme before the launch of |
the LIFA Scheme™@ i
Provision of a One-off Grant for School-related Expenses to |
Kindergarten Students @ ]

Post-intervention .
(recurrent cash + non-recurrent cash) .

Means-tested in-kind benefits

PRH provision

Kindergarten and Child Care Centre Fee
Remission Scheme

School-based After-school Learning and
Support Programmes

Medical Fee Waiver

Home Environment Improvement Scheme for
the Elderly

Building Maintenance Grant Scheme for
Elderly Owners

Elderly Dental Assistance Programme™

>

After-school Learning Support Partnership Pilot Scheme® ]
Subsidy for elders aged 65 or above from low-income families who |
are on the waiting list for Integrated Home Care Services (Ordinary |
Cases) for household cleaning and escorting services for medical |
consultations™@ [
Setting up School-based Fund (Cross Boundary Learning Activities) |
to subsidise primary and secondary school students from low-income [
families to participate in cross-boundary activities and competitions™@ :
Subsidy to meet lunch expenses at whole-day primary schools for 1
students from low-income families& i

1

[ Included in the estimation of the main poverty figures.

Notes:

(**) Including policy items estimated for 2009-2018.

(~) CCF programmes.

L1 Estimated as supplementary information.
() Completed by the end of 2015/16 school year.

(*) As these two CCF programmes were incorporated into the Government’s regular assistance programme in the 2014/15 school year, the relevant
transfer under non-recurrent cash benefits was estimated up to 31 August 2014. The transfer afterward was estimated as recurrent cash benefits.

(+) Since 1 September 2014, the subsidy under the Enhancement of the Flat-rate Grant under the School Textbook Assistance Scheme has been disbursed
together with the subsidy under the School Textbook Assistance Scheme.

(&) The relevant CCF programme was incorporated into the Government’s regular assistance programme in the 2014/15 school year.

(@) The relevant CCF programmes were completed.

(#) In 2018, only the top-up amount to social security recipients who had received one-off extra allowance of less than $4,000 was included.

P. 155



Hong Kong Poverty Situation Report 2018
Appendix 3: Policy Intervention - Coverage, Estimation and Limitations

A3.8

A3.9

A3

A3.10

A3.1IV

A3.11

Besides the estimation of means-tested in-kind benefits arising from PRH
provision, the amounts of other means-tested in-kind benefits are also imputed
by C&SD based on the socio-economic characteristics of individual /
household beneficiaries according to the administrative records of relevant
bureaux and departments. The amounts of benefits are then imputed to the
income of eligible individuals / households.

The methodology for estimating PRH benefits is controversial. The estimates
also contribute substantially to the estimated sum of all in-kind benefits. Please
refer to Appendix 4 for details.

Measures Not Included

For universal in-kind benefit transfers without means tests, such as public
medical services and education, the first-term CoP’s decision was that these
measures should not be included in the framework as they are neither targeted
nor means-tested and the general public are able to enjoy these benefits.

Limitations

CoP understood that the estimates of these benefits are subject to the following
major limitations:

(1) Estimation is subject to statistical errors: inconsistencies may exist in
terms of classifications and definitions between the data collected from
the GHS and the administrative records. Also, if the detailed
information of some benefit items (e.g. the socio-economic
characteristics of beneficiaries, information on household members
other than the applicants) is not intact, estimations based on
administrative records may give rise to statistical errors. The finer
breakdowns of statistics could be of relatively low reliability and should
be interpreted with caution;

(if) Estimation results involve randomness: as GHS does not collect
personal identifiable information on respondent household members
(e.g. identity card number), it is not possible to identify exactly the
beneficiary individuals / households from the survey even if detailed
profiles are available from the administrative records. Only
individuals / households with socio-economic characteristics closest to
those of beneficiary individuals / households will be randomly selected
from the database for imputation. In other words, the resulting estimated
poverty figures are only one of the many possible random allocation
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outcomes;

(iii) Time series data before 2009 are unavailable: due to data limitations,
statistics on taxation and benefit transfers before 2009 are not available;
and

(iv) Figures are different from those regularly released by the
Government: the poverty statistics in the Report are specifically
estimated for setting the poverty line, which will inevitably alter the
distribution of household income as compared with the corresponding
distribution in the GHS. Hence, the relevant statistical figures would
naturally deviate, to a certain degree, from those in the Quarterly Report
on General Household Survey regularly released by C&SD. The two
sets of data are not strictly comparable due to their differences in
estimation methodology.

A3.12 Inview of the above limitations, the poverty figures should be studied with care
to avoid any misinterpretation of the statistics.
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Ad

In-kind Transfer from Provision of Public Rental Housing -
Estimation and Limitations

A4.1 As illustrated in Section 2.VII(b), apart from recurrent cash benefits, the

Government has also provided various means-tested in-kind benefits, with PRH
provision being the most important. In fact, the share of PRH in the total number
of living quarters in Hong Kong is higher than that of some developed
economies®®. The provision of PRH can undoubtedly alleviate the burden of
households in need and its effectiveness in poverty alleviation is indisputable.
Thus, CoP agreed that its policy effectiveness should also be assessed for
supplementary reference®’.

A4.1 Estimation Methodology

A4.2 As PRH households do not receive housing benefits in cash, C&SD adopts the

marginal analysis approach to estimate the amount of PRH benefit transfer. The
concept is that if a PRH unit were leased in a hypothetical open market, the
difference between the market rent and the actual rent paid by the household
would be the opportunity cost for the provision of PRH by the Government and
also the housing benefits enjoyed by the household.

A4.3 This estimation methodology stems from the concept of opportunity cost and is

86

87

in line with the mainstream international practice (such as that adopted by the
OECD, the EU and the International Labour Organization). In fact, this
methodology of estimating PRH benefits has been adopted by C&SD before. In
2007, C&SD consulted various sectors (including academia) regarding the
methodology for estimating the value of different kinds of social transfers
(mainly for the compilation of the Gini Coefficient back then). The current
approach was the result after consultation and has gained wide acceptance.

The share of PRH in the overall number of living quarters in Hong Kong was 29% (as at the second quarter
of 2019), much higher than that of other developed economies, including Denmark (21%), the UK (17%),
France (17%), Germany (3%) and Spain (3%).

In April 2016, the second-term CoP continued with the first-term CoP’s discussion in 2013 on the setting of
the poverty line framework, so as to follow up on the comments of the public and academia on enhancing
the framework, including examining the suitability of incorporating the poverty alleviation impact of PRH
into the main analysis. As a matter of principle, the second-term CoP recognised the important role of PRH
in the Government’s poverty alleviation work, and took note of the notable difference in the living quality
between PRH households and low-income households residing in private rental housing. At that time, the
second-term CoP considered that refinement of the poverty line framework should be further discussed after
a period of observation, and that proposals and suggestions of enhancing the framework should continue to
be explored in the future. The third-term CoP also reviewed the poverty line framework at its first two
meetings in 2018 and agreed to maintain the current analytical framework. The poverty statistics taking into
account the effectiveness of PRH provision in poverty alleviation will therefore remain as supplementary
reference.
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A4.4  In accordance with the above concept, the estimation methodology of housing

benefits arising from PRH provision is as follows: firstly, the average market
rent®® of the PRH unit concerned over the past two years is estimated based on
the administrative records of individual flats of RVD, HA and HKHS; the
housing benefit received by that household is then obtained by deducting the
actual rent paid by the household (data provided by HA and HKHS) from the
estimated market rent of that PRH unit.

A4.11 Limitations

A4.5 CoP acknowledged that the estimation of housing benefits has the following

88
89

90

major limitations:

(i) The PRH benefits are not real cash assistance: to some extent, a rise
in private rent would lead to an increase in the estimated housing benefits
of the PRH households, thus lifting some households out of poverty.
However, the actual disposable income in their “pockets” does not
increase® consequently.

(i) The estimated market rent of a PRH unit is not based on actual
market transactions: the estimation assumes that a PRH unit could be
leased in an open market, but such an assumption is actually not
achievable.

(ili) Using the two-year average market rent: regarding the estimation of
the market rent of a PRH unit, CoP has examined whether the rent in a
particular year, the average rent over the past two years or that over the
past few years® should be used. Ultimately, CoP decided to adopt a
two-year average since most private rental flats are currently leased on a
two-year term. Whilst there is a certain degree of arbitrariness in the
choice, the advantage is that the estimated housing benefits of PRH
households can broadly reflect private rental changes and somewhat
avoid the influence of short-term fluctuations.

All rents are net of rates, Government rents and management fees.

In its report released in 1995 (the 1995 National Academy of Sciences report), the US National Academy of
Sciences expressed concerns that the housing benefit transfer was not real cash assistance, which might even
be overestimated under certain circumstances. Take, for example, a couple with children residing in a
relatively large PRH unit. Later, with their children moving out, a smaller unit would suffice and yet the
elderly couple stays in the original unit, resulting in an overestimation of the value of PRH benefit transfer.
As recommended in the report, the imputed market rent should be capped at a certain proportion of the
poverty line. Members of CoP noted the recommendation at CoP meeting in April 2016.

While using the average market rent in a particular year in the estimation can better reflect the current
situation, the estimated PRH benefits would be subject to larger fluctuations over time especially when the
private rental market is volatile. On the other hand, taking the average of the market rents of the past few
years can smooth the series, thereby producing a more stable estimate of the in-kind benefits arising from
PRH provision. However, this approach cannot fully reflect the latest situation.

P. 159



Hong Kong Poverty Situation Report 2018
Appendix 5: Statistical Appendix

A5  Statistical Appendix
A. Main Tables

1) Key poverty statistics, 2009-2018

(2) Detailed poverty statistics before policy intervention

(3) Detailed poverty statistics after policy intervention (recurrent cash)

B.  Supplementary Tables

(1) Key poverty statistics, 2009-2018

(2) Poverty statistics after policy intervention (recurrent + non-recurrent cash)

(3) Poverty statistics after policy intervention (recurrent cash + in-kind)

Notes: The numbers of households and persons by social characteristic are not mutually exclusive.

Unless otherwise specified, FDHs are excluded.

Poor households are defined by the poverty lines below:

Poverty lines by household size, 2009-2018
(50% of the pre-intervention median monthly household income)
1-person 2-person 3-person 4-person 5-person 6-person+

2009 $3,300 $6,900 $9,900 $11,300 $11,900 $13,000
2010 $3,300 $7,000 $10,000 $11,800 $12,300 $13,500
2011 $3,400 $7,500 $10,500 $13,000 $13,500 $14,500
2012 $3,600 $7,700 $11,500 $14,300 $14,800 $15,800
2013 $3,500 $8,300 $12,500 $15,400 $16,000 $17,100
2014 $3,500 $8,500 $13,000 $16,400 $17,000 $18,800
2015 $3,800 $8,800 $14,000 $17,600 $18,200 $19,500
2016 $4,000 $9,000 $15,000 $18,500 $19,000 $20,000
2017 $4,000 $9,800 $15,000 $19,900 $20,300 $22,500
2018 $4,000 $10,000 $16,500 $21,000 $21,500 $21,800

{3} Figuresin curly brackets denote the proportions of relevant households / persons, in all (including
poor and non-poor) domestic households / persons residing in domestic households of the
corresponding groups.

O Figures in parentheses denote the proportions of relevant (poor) households / persons, in all (poor)
domestic households / persons residing in (poor) domestic households of the corresponding
groups.

<> Figures in angle brackets denote the proportions of relevant employed (poor) persons, in all
employed (poor) persons of the corresponding groups.

(*)  Other economically inactive persons include those who are not available for work or do not seek
work.

(**)  Including Normal OALA and Higher OALA.

(™)  Demographic dependency ratio refers to the number of persons aged under 18 (child dependency
ratio) and aged 65 and above (elderly dependency ratio) per 1 000 persons aged 18 to 64.

(#)  Economic dependency ratio refers to the number of economically inactive persons per 1 000
economically active persons.

(8)  Estimates less than 250 and related statistics derived based on such estimates (e.g. percentages,
rates and median) are not released in the table due to large sampling errors.

O] Not applicable.

(@) Percentages less than 0.05% / percentage changes within +0.05% / changes within +0.05
percentage points / average numbers of persons less than 0.05 / increases or decreases in the
number of households or persons less than 50 / monetary amount less than $50. Such statistics
are also not shown in the table.

There may be slight discrepancies between the sums of individual items and the totals due to
rounding.
Percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding.
Except poverty rate, changes of all statistics are derived from unrounded figures.
All percentage changes are calculated using unrounded figures.
Source: General Household Survey, Census and Statistics Department.
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A. Main Tables

(1) Key poverty statistics, 2009-2018

Table A.1.1 Poverty indicators (compared with the previous year)

Table A.1.2 Poverty indicators (compared with the poverty indicators before
policy intervention)

(2)  Detailed poverty statistics before policy intervention

Poverty indicators, 2009-2018

Table A.2.1 Poor households by selected household group

Table A.2.2 Poor population by selected household group

Table A.2.3 Poverty rate by selected household group

Table A.2.4  Annual total poverty gap by selected household group

Table A.2.5 Monthly average poverty gap by selected household group

Detailed socio-economic characteristics of poor households, 2018

Table A.2.6 Socio-economic characteristics of poor households by selected
household group (1)

Table A.2.7 Socio-economic characteristics of poor households by selected
household group (2)

Table A.2.8 Socio-economic characteristics of poor households by District
Council district (1)

Table A.2.9 Socio-economic characteristics of poor households by District
Council district (2)

Table A.2.10  Socio-economic characteristics of poor households by District
Council district (3)

Table A.2.11  Socio-economic characteristics of poor households by housing
characteristic and age of household head

Detailed socio-economic characteristics of poor population, 2018

Table A.2.12  Socio-economic characteristics of poor population by selected
household group (1)

Table A.2.13  Socio-economic characteristics of poor population by selected
household group (2)

Table A.2.14  Socio-economic characteristics of poor population by District
Council district (1)

Table A.2.15 Socio-economic characteristics of poor population by District
Council district (2)

Table A.2.16  Socio-economic characteristics of poor population by District
Council district (3)

Table A.2.17  Socio-economic characteristics of poor population by housing
characteristic and age of household head
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Main Tables (Cont’d)

(3) Detailed poverty statistics after policy intervention (recurrent cash)

Poverty indicators, 2009-2018

Table A.3.1a  Poor households by selected household group

Table A.3.2a  Poor population by selected household group

Table A.3.3a  Poverty rate by selected household group

Table A.3.4a  Annual total poverty gap by selected household group
Table A.3.5a  Monthly average poverty gap by selected household group

Poverty indicators, 2009-2018 (with the 2018 comparison of pre- and post-
intervention poverty indicators)

Table A.3.1b  Poor households by selected household group

Table A.3.2b  Poor population by selected household group

Table A.3.3b  Poverty rate by selected household group

Table A.3.4b  Annual total poverty gap by selected household group
Table A.3.5b  Monthly average poverty gap by selected household group

Detailed socio-economic characteristics of poor households, 2018

Table A.3.6 Socio-economic characteristics of poor households by selected
household group (1)

Table A.3.7 Socio-economic characteristics of poor households by selected
household group (2)

Table A.3.8 Socio-economic characteristics of poor households by District
Council district (1)

Table A.3.9 Socio-economic characteristics of poor households by District
Council district (2)

Table A.3.10  Socio-economic characteristics of poor households by District
Council district (3)

Table A.3.11  Socio-economic characteristics of poor households by housing
characteristic and age of household head

Detailed socio-economic characteristics of poor population, 2018

Table A.3.12  Socio-economic characteristics of poor population by selected
household group (1)

Table A.3.13  Socio-economic characteristics of poor population by selected
household group (2)

Table A.3.14  Socio-economic characteristics of poor population by District
Council district (1)

Table A.3.15 Socio-economic characteristics of poor population by District
Council district (2)

Table A.3.16  Socio-economic characteristics of poor population by District
Council district (3)

Table A.3.17  Socio-economic characteristics of poor population by housing

characteristic and age of household head
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Table A.1.1: Poverty indicators, 2009-2018 (compared with the previous year)

| | om | ww [ wn | awe | ws [ mw | aws [ s o a8
(A) Before policy intervention
Poor households (000) 5411 5355 5303 5406 5549 555.2 5698 5822 5040 6129
II. Poor population (000) 13484 13220 12950 13123 13362 13248 13450 13525 13766 14065
IIl. Poverty rate (%) 206 201 196 196 199 196 197 199 201 204
V. Poverty gap
Annual total gap (HKSMn) 24244 259430 | 268917 28,1984 30,6404 32,7854 | 35,5447 385103 414515 | 443155
Montly average gap (HKS) 3900 4‘000| 4200 4400 4600 4,900| 5200 5500 5‘800| 6,000
(B) After policy intervention (recurrent cash)
I, Poor households (000) 4063 4053 3988 4030 3848 3826 3924 024 4198 4348
II. Poor population (000) 10434 10306 10054 10178 9722 9621 9714 9958 10088 10243
Ill. Poverty rate (%) 160 157 152 152 145 143 143 17 u7 149
V. Poverty gap
Annualtotal gap (HKSMn) 12,1900 128298 | 13,7012 14.807.6 150196 158198 | 18,1521 19,9370 205762 | 22,1679
Monthy average gap (HKS) 2600 2‘600| 2900 3,00 3300 3‘400| 3900 4000 4‘100| 4200

Compared with the previous year

Change \%changel Change |%change| Change |%change| Change \%change\ Change |%change| Change |%change| Change |%change\ Change \%change\ Change |%change

| Change |%change

(A) Before policy intervention

I, Poor households (000) 55 10 52 10 103 20 143 26 03 01 146 26 124 22 119 20 188 32
11, Poor population (000) 264 20 210 20 174 13 239 18 114 09 202 15 15 06 22 18 28 22
Ill. Poverty rate (%) 05 05 @ 03 03 01 02 02 03
V. Poverty gap
Annualtotal gap (HKSMn) 5186 20 9488 37 19066 1 18421 641 21450 701 27593 84| 29656 83| 29472 1) 28579 69
Monthly average gap (HKS) 100 3l 200 47 200 50 200 37 300 69 300 56 300 6.0 300 55 200 36
(B) After policy intervention (recurrent cash)
1. Poor households (000) -10 02 45 -16 42 11 -182 45 22 06 98 26 200 51 74 18 150 36
I1.Poor population (000) 128 12 -252 24 124 12 457 45 -100 10 93 10 244 25 130 13 155 15
1. Poverty ate (%) 03 05 @ 07 02 0 04 @ 02
V. Poverty gap
Annual total gap (HK$MIn) 398 03 I 8715 68| 11063 8.1 2120 14 8002 53 23323 47 17849 98 6392 32| 15917 1
Monthly average gap (HKS) @ @| 200 85 200 69 200 6.2 200 59 400 119 200 45 100 14 200 40
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Table A.1.2: Poverty indicators, 2009-2018 (compared with the poverty indicators before
policy intervention)

| | oo | a0 | aw | me [ ms [ me [ aws | aws | aw | am
(A) Before policy intervention
I Poor households (000) 5411 5355 5303 5406 5549 555.2 5698 5822 5040 6129
Il.Poor population (000) 13484 13220 12950 13123 1332 13248 13450 13525 13766 14065
Il Poverty rate (%) 206 201 196 196 199 196 197 199 201 204
V. Poverty gap

Annual total gap (HKSMn) 254244 259430 268917 28,7984 306404 | 32,7854 35,544.7 385103 414515 443155

Monttly average gap (HKS) 3,000 4000 4200 4400 4‘600| 4,900 5,200 5500 5800 6,000
(B) After policy intervention (recurrent cash)
I Poar households (000) 4063 4053 3988 4030 3848 3826 3924 4124 4198 4348
II. - Poor population (000) 10434 10306 10054 10178 9722 9621 9714 995.8 10088 10243
IIl. Poverty rate (%) 160 157 152 152 145 143 143 147 147 149
V. Poverty gap

Annualtotal gap (HKSMn) 12,7900 12,8298 13,7012 148076 150196 | 158198 18,152.1 19,937.0 205762 22,1679

Monthly average gap (HKS) 2,600 2,600 2900 3,100 3‘300| 3400 3900 4,000 4100 4200

Compared with the poverty indicators before policy intervention
Change | %change | Change | %change | Change |%change | Change |%change | Change |%change| Change |%change | Change |%change | Change |%change | Change | %change | Change |%change

I Poar households (000) -1348 249 1302 243 1315 48|  -1376 2255|1701 307 1726 3L 174 311 1698 292| 1742 293 1781 291
II. - Poor population (000) -305.0 226 914 220 2896 224|945 24| -3640 202 -3627 214 37135 208 3566 -264| 3679 267 3622 212
IIl. Poverty rate (%) 46 44 44 A4 54 53 54 52 54 55
V. Poverty gap

Annual total gap (HKSMn) | -126344|  -49.7| -131132 505| 13,1905 491) 139908|  -486| -156209|  510| -169656 SLT| 173926 489| 185733 482| 208813 504| 21476 500

Monthly average gap (HKS) -1,300 330 1400 34T 1400 23| L400{ 310 1300f  -293| -1500]  -300| 1300 28| 1500 269 1700 298| -1800) 295
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Table A.2.1: Poor households by selected household group, 2009-2018

No.of ouseholds (000) 2018.compared 2018Ic0mpared
- . with 2017 with 2009
Before policy intervention » »
2009 | 2010 | 201t | 2012 | 2013 | o014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | oong |CNEN0€| % [Chenge) %
(000) |change| (000) |change
Overall 5411) 5355| 5303| 5406| 5549| 5552| 5698| 5822 5040| 6129 188] 32| 78| 133
| Household size
1-person 1336| 1377] 1416| 1466| 1469| 1526| 1617| 1747| 1758 1884 17| 72| 548 4W0
2-person 13| 1701] 1712| 1708| 1837| 1854| 1910| 1910| 1994| 2023| 29| 14| 0| 174
3-person 158| 1116] 1030| 1107| 1142| 1073] 1081| 04| 111 1163 52| 47| 04| 04
4-person 89| 87| 81| 82| 807 81| 72| 77| 83| 8| 26| 33| 01| 18
5-person 87| ue| u3| 80| a7| w7 B ar| n7| us] 08| 37| 18] 18
6-person+ 07| 89| 91| 84| 77| 81| 78| 80| 68| 83| 15| 29| 14| U5
Il. Social characteristics
CSSA households 067| 2073| 2022| 1948| 1863| 1773| 1725| 1660 1613| 1543 69| 43| B3| 253
Elderly households 154| 1668| 1676| 1723| 1863| 1934| 2073| 2213| 25| 12| 186) 84| 88| 522
Single-parent households 44 05 %9 76| 49| 48| 30| 09| B4| N8| 16| 44| 76| 183
New-arrival households 8| 06| 3| M1| 04| 28| 54| 81| u5| B5| 10| 39| 03| 06
Households with children 1832| 1722| 1652| 1679| 1615| 1569| 1545| 1489| 1545| 1524| 21| 14| 08| 168
Youth households 28] 25| 21| 33| 21| 23| 23] 23] 28| 41| 12| 1] 13| 469
lIl. Economic characteristics
Economically active households 2506| 2335 49| 201| 2412| 2%00| 283| 2229] 2325| 30| 05| 02| 96| 18
Working households 232| 2018] 1990| 257| 2070| 2080| 2073| 2007| 2106| 2124| 18] 09| 08| 04
Unemployed households 04| 37| B9 44| 42| 20| 20| 22| a9 08| 3| 57| 188 417
Economicallyinactive households 284| 3020) 54| 3106| 3137| 352| 15| 3593 %6L6| 3799| 183] 51| 94| 317
V. Housing characteristics
Public rental housing 2843| 2862| 2799| 2893| 2869| 2854| 2925| 2833| 2905| 3000 95| 33| 156| 55
Tenants in private housing M1 33| 37| 405 40| 34| 467| 505| 521| 574 53| 02| 133] 302
Owner-occupiers 1961 1965| 1943| 1934| 2044| 2056| 2128| 2079 286| 2389| 52| 23| %78 193
- With mortgages or loans 35| 06| 20| 109 23| 199] 190 27| a5| A1 15| 70| 85| 268
- Without mortgages and loans 1646| 1760 1733| 1735| 1821| 1857| 1938| 2062 2071| 2108 37| 18] 462 281
V. Age of household head
Household head aged between 18 and 64 | 3115| 2078 2043| 2082| 290.0| 2805| 2804| 2807| 2821| 2821 @ @ 04| 94
Household head aged 65 and ahove 283 2%62| 2348| 2411| 2641| 2141] 86| 3010 309| 386) 195 63| 1004] 440
V1. District Council districts
Central and Westem 42| 10| 132 15| 13| 18| 154 134| 14| 19| 24| 196 07| 48
Wan Chai 86| 97| 90| 96| 90| 108 11| 08| ui| 10| 10| 87| 35| 403
Eastem 35| 1| B2 02| 408 41| 46| 1| 31| B2| 21| 58] 6] 44
Southern 165| 164| 153| 160| 168| 169| 162| 162| 173| 76| 03] 19| 11| 65
Yau Tsim Mong 85| 29| B0| B7| 45| 45| 65 23| %2| 80| 18] 69| 45| 190
Sham Shui Po 92| 39| 7| 08| 08| 42| 09| 47| 43| 40| 03| 08| 08 2
Kowdoon City 53| 8| us| B1| 51| 29| 7| 82| 9| 6| 07| 23] 4] w1
Wong Tai Sin 01| 44 B1| 46| 08| 45| 44| 87| 9| 49| 10| 24| 18] 4
Kwun Tong 60| 643 606| 642| 686 651| 79| 27| 679 71| 52| 77| ui] U8
Kwai Tsing 8| 46| 412| 47| 49| 42| 46| 416| 461] 66| 05| 10| 3] 26
Tsuen Wan 09 1850 91| 107 04| 92| 02| 22| 200 28] 08| 35/ 19 9
Tuen Mun 20| 6| 3| 402 46] 40| 46| 46| #83] H1| 18] 42| 30| 713
YuenLong 488 503 470 495 49| 46| 92| 57| 9| Ho| 09| 7| 62| w7
North 50| 40| B1| u1| 40| 40| 26 00| 86| 26| 10| 34| 45 11
Tai Po 185) 182 177| 67| 189 17| 189] 20| 28| 26| 12| B3| 31| 169
Sha Tin 92| 78| 5| 01| 41| 415 454 489] 515| SA1| 25| 49| 19| 380
SaiKung 22| 189 07| 09| 28| 21| 24| 1| v2| u3] 09| 30| 61| 87
Islands 7] 07| w5 w01 u1] 02| 11| 25 26| 16| 10| 82 098] 713
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Table A.2.2: Poor population by selected household group, 2009-2018

Ao, ofprsons (000) 2018'compared 2018'c0mpared
- . with 2017 with 2009
Before policy intervention . ;
09 | 200 | 2011 | 2012 | 203 | a0ua | 2005 | o | ooa7 | o |CTENGE[ %o (Change) b
(000) |change | (000) [change
Overall 13484| 13220| 12950( 13123| 13%62| 13248| 13450| 13525 13766| 14065 298| 22| 81| 43
|.Household size
1-person 1336 1377| 1416| 1466| 1469| 1526| 16L7| 1747 78| 1884| 127 72| 48| 410
2-person YAB| 01| 25| 46| 73| 3M08| 19| IWL9| 88| 4045| 57| 14| 59| 174
3-person wr5| 3349| 3090 3320| 26| 30| 32| B02| #2| 88| 16| 47| 13| 04
4-person 334 3307| 32| 49| 39| 3w02| 3127| 3068| 3133 3030 03| 33| 04| 118
5-Person 84| 1230 1214 1148| 1085 1083| 1156| 1085| 34| 1092| 42| 37| 92| 78
6-persont 608 556| 62| 523 419| 508| 489 503 42| 55| 03| u5| 83| 36
Il. Social characteristics
CSSA households 13| 4718 461| 4163| 07A| dmie| 364d| 321| 21| 35| 196 59| 58| 337
Elderly households 254 29| 2302| 80| 2689| 2807| 2091| 3154 3197| 51| /4| 79| 1198 8L
Single-parent households 65| 149| 1067| 1067| 973 90| 979| 944 10| 93| 47| 47| 01| 13
New-arrival households 1332 1089| 54| 1197| 1034 90| 84| 95| es4| 62| 18| 21| 59| 35
Households with chidren 6707 6303| 6123 6139| S673| 5751| 5670| 5478| 5598| 50| 48| 09| 58| 73
Youth households 37 35| 41| 48| 39 38| 42| 43 58| 80| 21| 7| 43| 170
Ill. Economic characteristics
Economically active households 894| TI85| 7526| 7634| 7e88| 7h02| 7ms2| 76| 71s03| 760| 67| 09| 33| 76
Working households 752 6943| 6857| 7021| 791| 7055 7047| 6808 7064| 7I36| 72| 10| 16| 16
Unemployed households 1042 843 669|613 57| 536| 505| 538| 29| 5| Q4| 08| HL7| 496
Economically inactive households 5190 5434| 5424| 5489| S474| 5656| 5808 6179 6173| 604 31| 37| 1214 B4
IV Housing characteristics
Public rental housing 73| 74| T042| 736| T082| 6978| 7020| 6684| 6es4| 7072| 188 27| 01| 28
Tenants in private housing 9| 1009 97| 1037| 1168| 1166| 1263| 1350 1%61| 1483 122| 89| 35| %6
Owner-occupiers 93| 4676| 4632 4519| 4745| 4m3| 4g29| 500| 5098| 5122| 24| 05| 9| 69
- with mortgages or loans %5 640 649 601| 662 582 564| 636 596| 649 53 89| 06| -l
- ithout mortgages and loans ¥38| 4036| 3083 3018| 4084| 4130| d265| aa64| 4502| 473| 29| 06| 635 165
V. Age of household head
Household head aged between 18and 64 | 9190] 8764| 8594| 8609| 6309| 8069 8048| 68042 7935| B006| 71| 09| 84| 129
Household head aged 65 and above 67| 4425| 407| 4489| 4950| 5166| 54| Sar2| ST8| 6022| 44| 42| 14| 41l
V. District Council districts
Central and Westem N4| 30| w4 208 08| W7 07| 23| 85| 09| 44| wi| 05| 16
Wan Chai 1| 15| 81| 195 w3| 96| w2 23| w2l 21| 15| 71| 50| %1
Easter 87| a3 87| 00| R4 R4 5| 8| 1| 89| 48] 61| 18] 20
Southern 050 36| 3| 5| 02| 0| 4| 32| 43| 04| 20| 47| A1 27
Yau Tsim Mong 54| 52| s62| 58| 572| 4| 601| s81| 58| 604 46| 83| 80| 153
Sham Shui Po BO|  902| w7 W] %0| 92| 06| 04| 2| 88| 24| 26| 42| 45
Kowoon City 58| 568| 59| 500| 595 634 vm4| 81| 75| M2 01| 10| 134 7
Wong Tai Sin o1 1002 99| 03| 90| 98| %85| 1| %7 %5 08| 08| 08 07
Kwun Tong 80| 1559| 1455| 1574| 1649| 1549| 1613| 1502| 1627| 1758|131 80| 28| 188
Kwai Tsing 1225) 154| 188| 51| 1165 1247| 1162| 189 19| 18| 02| 02| 07| 47
Tsuen Wan sii| 47| 1) 460 416 471| 480| 522 %05 59| 25| 49| 18] 36
Tuen Mun 062) 996 91| 99| 78| 96| 91| 9%6| 1| 1035 44| 44| 28] 26
Yuen Long 1366 1%62| 1273 1%21| 1199 77| 160| 1336| 1339| 1203| 46| 34| 13| 53
North 676 647| 626) 608 606| 613 564| 689| 84| 7TLT| 34| 49| 41| 60
TaiPo a4 52| 0| w02 50| 43| 7| 4| s4| 50| 23| 45| 27| 57
ShaTin 002) 93| 47| 94| 1087 98| 1057| 165| 1216 163| 46| 38| 61| 20
Sai Kung 606| 96| 57| 3| 609 574 59| 653 59| 613 46| 70| 07| U
Islands n5| 09| 2| 28| 60| 45| ;3| w4| 89| 01| 12| 41| 25| 76
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Table A.2.3: Poverty rate by selected household group, 2009-2018

, , 2018 compared | 2018 compared
. | Share in the corresponding group (%) it 2017 ith 2009
Before policy intervention
a009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2005 | oo | o7 | ong | V0| % | Change | %
(% point) | change | (% paint) | change
Qveral 06| 21| 196 196) 199| 196 197 199 01| 204 03 02
|. Household size
1-person 30| 2| 9| k4| /8| 6L 66| k6| 3B 365 04 15
2-person 87| 29| us| %8| 29| | wO| 26| W0| 29 01 08
3-person 196 185 166 175| 180| 168| 169| 17| 168| 117 09 19
4-person 169 162 160| 163 161| 160| 157| 158| 162| 158 04 11
5-person 154 161| 162| 154 11| 154| 159| 156| 167| 163 04 09
B-person+ 162 161| 164| 5| 15| 137 135 139 130 149 19 13
Il. Social characteristics
CSSA households 9%6| 97| 97| 94| 95| 96| 95| 96| 98| 959 09 07
Elderly households M| 5| 8| | Bi| 2| 16| 05| 63| 702 09 44
Single-parent households 505 512| 501| 499| 484 495| 473| 411|488 481 Q7 24
New-arrival households 40| 47| 397 09| 40| 367 37| 35| 2| M4 18 66
Households with children n1| us| aus| n8| 13| 22| 09| 06| 20| 20 @ 17
Youth households 471 43| 51| 60| 51| 55| 55| 58| 74| 103 29 56
Ill. Economic characteristics
Economically active households W1l 12| 17| 28| 11| 126 125 123] 126 127 01 14
Working households 126 1200 17| 19| 23| 19| us| us| us| 19 01 07
Unemployed households 865| 842| 837 843| 847| 8L4| 88| 794| BLL| 803 08 62
Economically inactive households 89| 1| e mA| | 66| 61| TI3| 60| 762 02 21
V. Housing characteristics
Public rental housing %7 33| BA| B2| M7| ML| 40| R5| B3| 39 06 28
Tenants in private housing 157 131 128 19| 136] 130 135 42| 135 140 05 17
QOuner-occupiers 132| 130 27| 126 133] 132 136 44| U5| U6 01 14
- with mortgages or loans 61| 46| 46| 45| 51| 46| 46| 53| 50| 55 05 06
- without mortgages and loans 186 184 179 74| 181| 180| 183| 191| 194| 192 02 06
V. Age of household head
Household head aged between 18and 64 | 167| 159| 155| 155 153| 48] 47| 18] 148 149 01 18
Household head aged 65 and above 48| 42| 48| 2| 29 9| 4| 42| 07| 07 @ 21
VI, District Council districts
Central and Westem 134 135 18| 12| 19| 11| 10| 1B 10| 11 21 07
Wan Chai 127 132 185 144 131] 18| 51| 136 134 12 08 15
Eastem 156 154| 162| 164 10| 17| 17| 48| 156| 166 10 10
Southern 161 150 48| 15| 157| 157| 159| 154| 173| 163 10 02
Yau Tsim Mong 187| 184 07| 195| 196| 190 02| 185 181 197 16 10
Sham Shui Po 68| 21| 55| B9| 62| 66| 46| 46| 42| 239 03 29
Kowloon City 1| w2 w3 wa| w4| w2l w4 189] 102 193 01 16
Wong Tai Sin ULl 8| 09| u8| 26| 43| 29| 03| 27| 40 03 01
Kwun Tong 59| 26| u4| 59| 66| 51| 60| u3| Bs| 200 14 11
Kwai Tsing 49| 55| u3| 87| u0| 87| 26| 41| 29| 20 01 19
Tsuen Wan 185 170 169| 161| 168| 166| 168 176 11| 181 10 04
Tuen Mun 26| 1| 08| 05| 08| 02| 195 08| A6 219 03 07
Yuen Long 61| 6| 80| 27| 23| 08| 26| 80| 26| 25 11 46
North B3| 20| as| 07| 07| 09| 189 B3| 29| 239 10 06
TaiPo 173 164| 155 14| 160| 164| 158| 197| 185 175 10 02
ShaTin 174 168| 161| 159 179 64| 11| 190 193] 199 06 25
SaiKung 155 125 134 15| 47| 136 1831 13| B3| 12 11 13
Islands BA| 3| us| 192 193] 181 199 01| 195 190 05 44
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Table A.2.4: Annual total poverty gap by selected household group, 2009-2018

Sl 2018.compared 2018.compared
- . with 2017 with 2009
Before policy intervention
oo | 0 | 2ot | oon2 | oes | e | s | e | ooy | oep | C1ONOE| W (Chenge) %
(HKSMn) | change | (HKSMn) | change
Overal BA44| 50430| 268917| 287984| 306404| 37854 | 3[5447| 385103| 414575| #43155| 28579 69| 188911] 743
|, Household size
1-person 40855 42637| 45765| 50439| S517L5| 54540 61828 7T0%59| 7T016| 79436 7420 103| 31| 944
2-person 88922| 91234| 98639| 101784 | 115338| 1258L7| 1348L0| 140678| 163120 173186| 10086 62| 84264| 8
3-person 61371| 61062| 56433| 65513| 67621 73695| 78002| 88539| 8549| 97801| 11252 130| 36430| 5904
4-person 43095 45044| 47436| 4920| 5180| 51598 56320| 61169| 68831| 68672 259  A1| 227|519
5-person 12804] 13076| 14151 14665| 14750| 15434| 1701| 1747| 1789 81| 2| 43| 7| 45
6-person+ 6307| 5577| 6493| 6%63| 50| 67| 6696| 67L1| 6%69| 78L8| 1249 190 511|240
Il Social characteristics
CSSA households 123009 | 126311| 128625| 133608| 134278 136654 | 137838 | 13845| 143672| 141460 -212| 45| 18%60| 149
Elderly households 65609| 7T0465| 74301| 81502| 92684| 101871| 113636| 125006 | 138259| 154336| 16077| 116 88m27| 1352
Single-parent households 20075| 30528| 288L1| 30447| 2450 3048| 32775| 3340[ 37| 37935 w83| 29| 960 %I
New-armival households 194841 16939| 17841 20443( 18103 18394| 17382 17711 20395( 20032 363 18 48 28
Households with chidren 101228| 99769| 100435| 108022| 106230| 100241| 118487 | 124016| 134474| 135535 1062 08| 34307| 339
Youth households 839 84| 03| 15| 76| 87| 143 150 1603|248 546 40| 1310|1561
lll. Economic characteristics
Economically acive households 9980( 93238| 92760| 97864 | 108415 111748| 116961| 126021| 134185| w41221| 7035 52| 4171|420
Working households T544| T0622| T2958| 78L9| 88499 92858| 97988| 104559| 111799 118266| 6466| 58| 4521|630
Unemployed households 2605| 22616] 19801| 19045| 19916 18090| 18973| 21461| 22%86| 2255 59| 25| 80| 148
Economically inactive households 154764| 166192 176158| 190120| 197990| 216106| 238485| 259082| 280390| 30,984| 2544|  77| wM770| %1
IV. Housing characteristics
Public rental housing 135412 | 138295| 142037| 155362| 159408| 168612| 177331| 182142| 19503| 211101| 15398| 79| 75690| 559
Tenants in private housing 20373| 19299| 20288| 22601| 24637 26756| 31090| 35142| 40100| 42571| 1| 62| 21198 992
Owner-occupiers 908L7| 95051| 98041| 101998 | 112253| 12.1074| 136%02| 155%07| 164127| 175601| 11474 70| 84784] 934
- with mortgages o loans 1579|  8M5| 8838| 9556| 10479| 11080| 11830| 13727| 14336| 16679| 43| 17| 4300 M2
- ithout mortgages and loans T838| 86606| 83183 92442| 104774| 109993| 125072 | 141580| 149791| 158722 631 60| 8084|1009
V. Age of household head
Household head aged between 18and 64 | 150479| 150124| 154738| 162764 | 165320| 170149| 182786) 197124| 205875| 212989| 7ML4| 35| 6510|415
Household head aged 65 and above 103129 | 108622| 113470| 124409| 140671| 157206 | 170977 187548| 206376| 228%7| 2201| 108| 125438| 1216
V. District Council districts
Central and Westem 6676 6924 703 70| TA9| 8805|934 939| e00| 11602 02| 4| 27| 738
Wan Chai M07|  5I54| 4609| 58|  5053| 6048| 78| 72| 89| 9654| 1%4| 163|  526| 1339
Eastemn 16787| 17674| 19370 20837| 22923| 24209 2553| 23M1| 25029| 28%27| 38| 12| 14| 7
Southem 03| 4| L2 8112|  8668| 9504|953  95L1| 11994| 1235 4| 30| 41| 667
Yau Tsim Mong 1090| 10966] 13113| 13507| 13564| 14544| 17055| 17901| 17921| 20446| 25| w1| 956|860
Sham Shui Po 186L7| 10%44| 10427| 21434| 22475 24158| 24195| 26%2| 2710| 26043| 68| 28| 85| 7
Kowloon City 12163 12815| 12671| 14020| 15009| 168L4| 20608| 18566| 22656| 22744 89| 04 10881 870
Wong Tai Sin 10067| 10655| 18531| 21434| 2135| 2352| 24564| 24368| 27404| 28034| 630 23| 67| 52
Kwun Tong 20114| 30808| 30071| 35479| 37M06| 37673| 41077| 40985| 46448| 5383| 6834| 147| 24168] 830
Kwal Tsing 20%64| 23042| 22558| 2347| 25111 29210| 29%43| 30678| 31013| 33038 225 65| 11674 546
Tsuen Wan 4| 896  968| 10610| 1l644| 11790| 13344| 14803| 15030| 16510 1479 98| 76| 790
Tuen Mun 19078| 19329| 20186| 20004| 22333| 2260| 24644| 27623| 3M69| 3259| 190 59| 1381|662
Yuen Long 2456| 26001| 24999| 26649| 25670| 28536| 32386| 38266| 4LL1| 41479| 368 09| L7024 696
North 1142 1207] 1a718| 13027| 1382 15416| 14530| 20741| 19m76| 21047| a2l 10| 08| 723
TaiPo 8077|650 94| 9643| 10074| 11804 1255| 15854| 16%63| 15223 440 03|  6M6| 696
Sha Tin 1804] 17692| 19201 20839| 25090| 24161 27825| 32130| 36250 39w4| 24| 81| 20m9| 1130
Saikung 991| 9M2| 10507| 10424| 12664| 13027| 13372 1gt54| 19092| 1%2| 50| 27| 91| 1004
Islands 674| 526 e66l| S09| 6254| 64| 71| e8| e7L2| 10035 13| 12| 31| 509
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Table A.2.5: Monthly average poverty gap by selected household group, 2009-2018

HKS 2018 compared | 2018 compared
- . with 2017 with 2009
Before policy intervention . 5
2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | aons |CPEN9€| % (Chenge)
(HKS) |change| (HK$) |change
Overall 3900) 4000 4200( 4400| 4600 4900| 5200( 5500| 5800 6000 20| 36| 2100] 539
| Household size
1-person 2500 2600| 2700| 2%00( 2900| 3000| 3200 3400| 3400| 350 00| 29| L000| 379
2-person 4300| 4500 4800( 5000 5200 5700 5%00| 600| 6800| 7100{ 00| 47| 280| 659
3-person 4400) 4600| 4600( 4900| 4900| 5700| 6000 6700| 6500 7000| 50| 80| 2600| 588
4-person 4300) 4600| 4900| 5000 5300| 5400 6000 6600| 7300| 7300 @ @ 30| 721
5-Derson 4500) 4600 4900( 5300| 5700 5900| 6400| 6700| 6400 7000{ 50| 83| 2400 534
6-person+ 5400{ 5200) 6000| 6300 6300 6900| 7.00{ 7000| 8000| 7800 200| 24| 2400 450
Il. Social characteristics
CSSA households 5000) 5100 5300 5700| 6000 6400 6700| 6%00| 7400| 7600 20| 29| 270 538
Elderly households 3500) 3500| 3700( 3900| 4200 4400| 4600 4700| 5200 5300 200 30| 190| 545
Single-parent households 5600| 6300) 6500 6700 7000 7200 7800| 8400 8700| 9300 70| 77| 3700 654
Newearrival households 4300) 4600| 4600 5000 5000/ 5500 5700| 6400| 6900| 6600 40| 55| 230 525
Households with chidren 4500| 4800 500| 5400| 5500| 5%00| 6400 6900 7300| 7400{ 20| 22| 2800 610
Youth households 2500 2700) 2800| 3000 3200| 3000| 4100 4600 4700| 4400 00| 63| 1900| 743
lIl. Economic characteristics
Economically active households 3300) 3300| 3400( 3500| 3700| 4100 4300| 4700| 480| 5100 200 50| 1800 539
Working households 2800 2900| 3100 3200( 3400| 3700| 3900| 4300| 4400| 4600 200 49| 180| 636
Unemployed households 5700 5900| 6400 6500 6900| 7200 7500 8100| 8500 9300 70| 88| 3600 630
Economically inactive households 4500) 4600 4800 5100| 5300 5500| 5800| 6000| 6500 6600 20| 25| 2200 481
V. Housing characteristics
Public rental housing 4000| 4000| 4300( 4500| 4600 4900| 5100( 5400| 5600 590| 00| 45| 190| 478
Tenants in private housing 4000) 4300| 4400 4700| 4700| 5100 5600| 5800| 6400 6200 -200| 37| 2100| 530
Owner-occupiers 3900) 4000| 4200( 4400| 4600 4900| 5400| 5700| 6000 6300 00| 46| 2400 621
- with mortgages or loans 3300) 3400| 3500 4000 3900| 4600 5200) 5300/ 5500 6100( 600 00| 2800 834
- without mortgages and loans 4000) 4100 4300 4400| 4700 4900| 5400| 5700| 6000 6300 20| 41| 2300| 584
V. Age of household head
Household head aged hetween 18 and 64 | 4000 4200| 4400| 4500| 4700| 5100 5400 50| 6100) 6300| 20| 34| 2300] 563
Household head aged 65 and above 3800 3800| 4000| 4300| 4400| 4800| 5000 5200) 5600| 580 200 42| 200 539
V. District Council districts
Central and Westem 3900| 4100| 4600| 4500| 4500 4900| 5000{ 5800| 5800| 6500 70| 15| 2600 659
Wan Chai 4000) 4400 4300( 4500| 4700 4700| 5600 5800| 6300 6700 40| 70| 2700| 667
Eastem 3800) 4000| 4200( 4400| 4700| 5100 5100) 5600| 5800 6300 50| 88| 2500| 644
Southern 3700) 3800| 4100 4200 4300 4700| 5100] 4900| 580| 5800 00| 10| 2100| 565
Yau Tsim Mong 3900| 4000| 4400 4400| 4600| 5000 5400 5500| 5700| 6100 40| 67| 220 %3
Sham Shui Po 4000| 4200| 4100 4500| 4700 4900| 5100{ 5500| 5700 5600 00| 20| 1700| 418
Kowoon City 4000| 4100| 4300( 4700| 4900| 5000 5300| 5500| 5%0| 5800 00| 18| 1800| 448
Wong Tai Sin 3900| 3800 4000| 4300| 4500| 4800| 4900| 5200| 5700| 5700 @ @ 190 483
Kwun Tong 3900| 4000| 4300( 4600| 4500 4800| 5100| 5400| 5700 6100 40| 65| 220 %3
Kwai Tsing 3700) 3900| 4000| 4400| 4500 4900| 5400| 5400| 5600 5900 00| 55| 2200 588
Tsuen Wan 3700 3800| 4000| 4500 4800| 5100 5500 5600| 5700 6000 00| 61| 2400 639
Tuen Mun 3800 4100) 4300| 4100 4500| 4600| 5100 5400| 5%00| 6000 00| 16| 2200| 568
YuenLong 4200) 4300| 4400 4500| 4700| 5100 550| 5700| 6100 6300 20| 26| 2100] 505
North 4200) 4200 4200( 4600| 4600 5400 5300| 5800| 5800 6200 40| 74| 190| 458
Tai Po 4000| 4100| 4400 4800| 4500| 5000 5400| 5800| 6200 590 00| 62| 180| 451
ShaTin 3900) 3900| 4200( 4400| 4700 4900| 5100| 5500| 590 6000 20| 30| 2100] 543
SaiKung 3800 4000| 4200 4100 4600| 4900| 5000{ 5500| 5700 6000 00| 59| 220 573
Islands 4100) 4300| 4800 4300| 4700| 5200 5600| 5800| 5800 6200 40| 65| 2000| 490
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Table A.2.6: Socio-economic characteristics of poor households by selected
household group, 2018 (1)

_ 3 CSSA Elderly |Single-parent| New-arrival | Households |  Youth All poor Al
Before policy ntervention households househo};ds hoﬂsef\olds households |with children | households houthoIds households
(A) Poverty indicators
| Poor households (‘000) 1543 2412 338 255 1524 41 6129
II. Poor population (000) 3125 351 9.3 87.2 555.0 80 14065
I11. Poverty rate (%) {95.9% {70.2% {48.1%} {34.4%} {21.0%) {10.3%) {20.4%)
Children aged under 18 {98.6%} {52.79%} {42.8%} {23.3%) {23.3%}
Youth aged between 18 and 29 {92.0%} {45.9%)} {22.4%} {22.3%) {10.3%} {12.6%)
People aged between 18 and 64 {94.0%} {44.9%} {28.8%} {18.6%} {10.3%} {13.9%}
Elders aged 65+ {96.7%) {10.2%) {39.1%} {47.7%) {29.8%) {44.49%)
V. Poverty gap
Annual total gap (HK$Mn) 14,1460 154336 37935 2,0032 135535 2148 43155
Monthly average gap (HK$) 7,600 5,300 9,300 6,600 7,400 4,400 6,000
(B) Characteristics of households
I.No. of households (000)
(i) Economic characteristics
Economically active 319 4 169 182 1114 12 2330 20549
(20.7%) (31%) (49.9%) (11.3%) (713.1%) (29.3%) (38.0%) (80.0%)
Working 263 69 151 172 1054 07 224 20258
(17.1%) (2.9%) (44.6%) (67.5%) (69.2%) (17.8%) (34.7%) (78.9%)
Unemployed 56 05 18 10 6.0 05 26 21
(36%) (0.2%) (53%) (38%) (4.0%) (11.5%) (34%) (11%)
Economically inactive 1224 2338 170 73 410 29 3799 5140
(79.3%) (96.9%) (50.1%) (28.7%) (26.9%) (70.7%) (62.0%) (20.0%)
(i) Whether receiving CSSA or not
Yes 1543 63.7 21 54 455 § 1543 1593
(100.0%) (26.4%) (62.5%) (21.1%) (29.9%) § (25.2%) (6.2%)
No 1775 127 2041 1069 40 4585 24096
(73.6%) (37.5%) (78.9%) (70.1%) (98.3%) (74.8%) (93.8%)
Reason: no financial needs 1358 83 128 738 34 3304 3507
(56.3%) (24.4%) (50.3%) (48.4%) (83.8%) (53.9%) (13.7%)
Reason: income and assets tests not 34 04 04 26 § 100 109
passed (L4%) (1.2%) (16%) (L7%) § (L6%) (0.4%)
(iii) Housing characteristics
Public rental housing 1243 1104 23 18 842 05 3000 786.1
(80.6%) (45.8%) (68.9%) (46.5%) (55.2%) (11.2%) (48.9%) (30.6%)
Tenants in private housing 2.1 105 65 105 22 22 574 4216
(13.7%) (4.3%) (19.1%) (41.2%) (19.2%) (54.2%) (94%) (16.4%)
Owner-occupiers 8 1077 38 28 357 04 2339 12640
(5.1%) (44.6%) (11.1%) (11.0%) (23.4%) (11.0%) (38.2%) (49.2%)
- with mortgages or loans 03 36 09 08 95 § 231 4010
(0.2%) (15%) (2.7%) (3.0%) (6.3%) § (38%) (15.6%)
- without mortgages and loans 75 1041 28 20 262 04 2108 8629
(4.9%) (43.2%) (84%) (8.0%) (17.2%) (9.2%) (34.4%) (33.6%)
(iv) Other characteristics
With FDH(s) 07 197 08 04 69 § 339 2936
(04%) (8.2%) (2.3%) (L8%) (45%) § (55%) (11.4%)
With new arrival(s) 54 07 30 55 194 § 255 760
(35%) (0.3%) (8.9%) (100.0%) (12.7%) § (4.2%) (3.0%)
With children 455 38 194 1524 1524 698.6
(29.5%) (100.0%) (76.0%) (100.0%) (24.9%) (27.2%)
II. Other household characteristics
Average household size 20 14 28 34 36 20 23 27
Average no. of economically active members 03 @ 06 09 09 04 05 14
Median monthly household income (HK$) @ @ 3,800 12,000 12,000 1,000 2,000 27,000
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Table A.2.7: Socio-economic characteristics of poor households by selected
household group, 2018 (2)

Economically

Economically

Before policy intervention active Working N inactive Allpoor All households
households households | households households households
(A) Poverty indicators
. Poor households ('000) 2330 2124 206 379.9 612.9
Il Poor population ('000) 766.0 7136 525 640.4 14065
1. Poverty rate (%) {12.7%} {11.9%} {80.3%} {76.2%} {20.4%}
Children aged under 18 {18.6%} {17.8%} {90.5%} {83.4%} {23.3%}
Youth aged between 18 and 29 {10.5%)} {9.8%} {86.1%)} {68.4%)} {12.6%}
People aged between 18 and 64 {10.5%} {9.8%} {77.2%)} {72.3%} {13.9%}
Elders aged 65+ {19.1%} {18.0%} {83.1%} {77.1%} {44.4%}
IV. Poverty gap
Annual total gap (HK$Mn) 14122.1 11,826.6 22955 30,1934 443155
Monthly average gap (HK$) 5,100 4,600 9,300 6,600 6,000
(B) Characteristics of households
I. No. of households ('000)
(i) Economic characteristics
Economically active 2330 2124 206 2330 2054.9
(100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%) (38.0%) (80.0%)
Working 2124 2124 2124 20258
(91.2%) (100.0%) (34.7%) (78.9%)
Unemployed 206 206 206 29.1
(8.8%) (100.0%) (3.4%) (1.1%)
Economically inactive 3799 3199 514.0
(100.0%) (62.0%) (20.0%)
(if) Whether receiving CSSA or not
Yes 319 263 56 1224 1543 159.3
(13.7%) (12.4%) (27.0%) (32.2%) (25.2%) (6.2%)
No 2011 186.0 150 2574 4585 24096
(86.3%) (87.6%) (73.0%) (67.8%) (74.8%) (93.8%)
Reason: no financial needs 1265 1144 121 2040 3304 350.7
(54.3%) (53.8%) (58.7%) (53.7%) (53.9%) (13.7%)
Reason: income and assets tests not 46 42 04 54 100 109
passed (2.0%) (2.0%) (L9%) (1.4%) (1.6%) (0.4%)
(iii) Housing characteristics
Public rental housing 1284 1187 98 1715 300.0 786.1
(55.1%) (55.9%) (47.5%) (45.2%) (48.9%) (30.6%)
Tenants in private housing 211 240 31 303 574 4216
(11.6%) (11.3%) (15.1%) (8.0%) (9.4%) (16.4%)
Owner-occupiers 728 66.0 6.9 1610 2339 12640
(31.3%) (31.1%) (33.2%) (42.4%) (38.2%) (49.2%)
- with mortgages or loans 134 118 16 9.7 231 4010
(5.7%) (5.6%) (7.7%) (255%) (3.8%) (15.6%)
- without mortgages and loans 595 542 53 1514 2108 862.9
(25.5%) (25.5%) (25.5%) (39.8%) (34.4%) (33.6%)
(iv) Other characteristics
With FDH(s) 7 70 07 262 339 2936
(3.3%) (3.3%) (3.3%) (6.9%) (5.5%) (11.4%)
With new arrival(s) 182 172 10 73 255 76.0
(7.8%) (8.1%) (4.6%) (1.9%) (4.2%) (3.0%)
With children 1114 105.4 6.0 410 1524 698.6
(47.8%) (49.6%) (29.3%) (108%) (24.9%) (27.2%)
II. Other household characteristics
Average household size 33 34 25 17 23 27
Average no. of economically active members 13 13 11 05 14
Median monthly household income (HK$) 12,400 13,000 400 @ 2,000 27,000
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Table A.2.8: Socio-economic characteristics of poor households by District Council

district, 2018 (1)

— . Central and ’ YauTsim | Sham Shui | All poor Al
Before policy intervention Western Wan Chai Eastern Southern Mong P houszhol ds | households
(A) Poverty indicators
| Poor households (‘000) 149 120 382 176 280 400 6129
II. Poor population (‘000) 299 21 839 394 60.4 838 14065
III. Poverty rate (%) {14.1%} {142} {16.6%} {16.3%} {19.7%) {23.9%) {2049%)
Children aged under 18 {9.7%} {9.3%} {15.7%} {15.8%} {22.7%) {29.9%) {233%)
Youth aged between 18 and 29 {9.2%) {6.4%) {9.7%) {9.3%} {10.2%} {17.2%} {12.6%}
People aged between 18 and 64 {8.3%} {7.9%} {L0.7%} {L0.4%} {12.3%) {16.9%} {13.9%}
Elders aged 65+ {39.1%} {40.7%} {40.0%) {39.4%} {48.9%} {46.9%} {44.4%}
V. Poverty gap
Annual total gap (HK$Mn) 11602 965.4 28827 12345 20446 26043 443155
Monthly average gap (HK$) 6,500 6,700 6,300 5,800 6,100 5,600 6,000
(B) Characteristics of households
1. No. of households ('000)
(i) Economic characteristics
Economically active 34 23 128 65 85 16.1 2330 20549
(22.8%) (19.1%) (33.4%) (36.8%) (30.5%) (40.3%) (38.0%) (80.0%)
Working 28 18 13 6.2 79 150 224 20258
(18.7%) (14.6%) (29.7%) (34.9%) (28.2%) (37.6%) (34.7%) (78.9%)
Unemployed 06 05 14 03 06 11 206 291
(4.2%) (4.5%) (3.7%) (1.9%) (2.2%) (2.8%) (3.4%) (L1%)
Economically inactive 115 97 254 111 195 238 3799 5140
(77.2%) (80.9%) (66.6%) (63.2%) (69.5%) (59.7%) (62.0%) (20.0%)
(if) Whether receiving CSSA or not
Yes 16 06 65 37 44 136 1543 1593
(10.7%) (5.2%) (16.9%) (21.0%) (15.7%) (34.0%) (25.2%) (6.2%)
No 133 114 317 139 236 264 4585 24096
(89.3%) (94.8%) (83.1%) (79.0%) (84.3%) (66.0%) (74.8%) (93.8%)
Reason: no financial needs 112 92 217 99 19.1 190 3304 350.7
(75.4%) (76.9%) (62.2%) (56.2%) (68.3%) (47.6%) (53.9%) (13.7%)
Reason: income and assets tests not § § 09 03 05 06 100 109
passed § § (2.3%) (1.9%) (1.8%) (1.4%) (L.6%) (0.4%)
(ili) Housing characteristics
Public rental housing 10 12 127 93 18 230 3000 786.1
(6.7%) (10.4%) (33.4%) (52.7%) (6.4%) (57.5%) (48.9%) (30.6%)
Tenants in private housing 24 13 38 09 75 6.7 574 4216
(15.9%) (10.8%) (9.9%) (4.9%) (26.9%) (16.9%) (9.4%) (16.4%)
Owner-occupiers 104 87 21 70 173 92 2339 12640
(69.9%) (72.3%) (52.6%) (40.0%) (61.8%) (23.0%) (38.2%) (49.2%)
- with mortgages or loans 06 03 12 07 15 08 231 4010
(3.8%) (2.3%) (3.0%) (4.1%) (5.3%) (2.0%) (3.8%) (15.6%)
- without mortgages and loans 98 84 189 63 158 84 2108 8629
(66.1%) (70.0%) (49.6%) (35.9%) (56.5%) (21.0%) (34.4%) (33.6%)
(iv) Other characteristics
With FDH(s) 14 19 31 16 21 13 339 2936
(9.4%) (15.6%) (8.1%) (8.8%) (7.5%) (3.3%) (5.5%) (11.4%)
With new arrival(s) 04 § 07 04 16 33 255 760
(2.8%) § (L8%) (24%) (5.6%) (8.2%) (4.2%) (3.0%)
With children 20 15 70 35 6.4 115 1524 698.6
(13.3%) (12.4%) (18.5%) (20.0%) (22.7%) (28.9%) (24.9%) (27.2%)
Il. Other household characteristics
Average household size 20 19 22 22 22 22 23 27
Average no. of economically active members 03 02 04 05 04 05 05 14
Median monthly household income (HK$) @ @ 500 25500 @ 2,000 2,000 21,000
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Table A.2.9: Socio-economic characteristics of poor households by District Council

district, 2018 (2)

o . . o . All'poor Al
Before policy intervention Kowloon City [Wong Tai Sin | Kwun Tong | Kwai Tsing | Tsuen Wan | Tuen Mun households | households
(A) Poverty indicators
| Poor households (‘000) 326 409 731 4656 28 451 6129
II. Poor population (000) 122 9.5 1758 1118 529 1035 14065
III. Poverty rate (%) {19.3%) {24.0%) {27.0%) {23.0%) {18.1%) {21.9%) {204%}
Children aged under 18 {21.9%) {30.9%} {32.9%} {27.7% {20.3%) {21.0%) {23.3%)
Youth aged between 18 and 29 {116%) {16.0%) {16.4%} {15.2%} {9.9%) {114%) {12.6%)
People aged between 18 and 64 {135%) {17.0%) {19.3%} {16.4%} {12.0%) {14.7%) {13.9%)
Elders aged 65+ {40.7%) {44.7%} {5L.7%} {45.3%} {42.8%) {48.8%) {44.49%)
V. Poverty gap
Annual total gap (HK$Mn) 22144 28034 53283 33038 16510 32259 443155
Monthly average gap (HK$) 5800 5,700 6,100 5,900 6,000 6,000 6,000
(B) Characteristics of households
I.No. of households (000)
(i) Economic characteristics
Economically active 121 178 307 200 86 178 2330 20549
(36.9%) (43.5%) (42.0%) (42.9%) (37.5%) (39.5%) (38.0%) (80.0%)
Working 108 156 87 185 8 164 224 20258
(33.0%) (38.1%) (39.3%) (39.6%) (34.4%) (36.4%) (34.7%) (78.9%)
Unemployed 13 22 20 15 07 14 206 291
(3.9%) (5.4%) (2.8%) (3.3%) (3.2%) (3.1%) (3.4%) (L1%)
Economically inactive 206 21 424 266 142 213 3799 5140
(63.1%) (56.5%) (58.0%) (57.1%) (62.5%) (60.5%) (62.0%) (20.0%)
(if) Whether receiving CSSA or not
Yes 83 127 26 150 39 128 1543 1593
(25.3%) (31.0%) (32.3%) (32.3%) (17.3%) (28.3%) (25.2%) (6.2%)
No 24 282 495 315 189 323 4585 24096
(74.7%) (69.0%) (67.7%) (67.7%) (82.7%) (TL.7%) (74.8%) (93.8%)
Reason: no financial needs 182 188 32 209 142 220 3304 350.7
(55.8%) (46.0%) (45.4%) (44.8%) (62.3%) (48.7%) (53.9%) (13.7%)
Reason: income and assets tests not 04 05 11 06 03 13 100 109
passed (1.2%) (1.3%) (L5%) (1.2%) (1.5%) (2.8%) (L6%) (0.4%)
(ili) Housing characteristics
Public rental housing 141 a7 56.0 358 87 230 3000 786.1
(43.1%) (67.8%) (76.7%) (76.9%) (38.0%) (51.0%) (48.9%) (30.6%)
Tenants in private housing 52 12 29 13 32 32 57.4 4216
(16.0%) (3.0%) (3.9%) (2.9%) (14.0%) (7.2%) (9.4%) (16.4%)
Owner-occupiers 118 108 131 90 103 175 2339 12640
(36.2%) (26.5%) (18.0%) (19.3%) (45.2%) (38.8%) (38.2%) (49.2%)
- with mortgages or loans 11 13 15 09 14 19 231 4010
(3.4%) (3.2%) (2.1%) (1.9%) (6.3%) (4.2%) (3.8%) (15.6%)
- without mortgages and loans 107 95 116 8.1 89 156 2108 8629
(32.9%) (23.3%) (15.9%) (174%) (38.9%) (34.6%) (34.4%) (33.6%)
(iv) Other characteristics
With FDH(s) 25 17 26 17 10 17 39 2936
(7.6%) (4.3%) (3.6%) (3.6%) (4.3%) (3.8%) (5.5%) (11.4%)
With new arrival(s) 19 19 37 19 13 16 %55 760
(5.9%) (4.7%) (5.0%) (4.2%) (5.9%) (3.5%) (4.2%) (3.0%)
With children 83 105 207 125 55 115 1524 698.6
(25.3%) (25.7%) (28.4%) (26.9%) (24.3%) (25.6%) (24.9%) (27.2%)
II. Other household characteristics
Average household size 22 24 24 24 23 23 23 27
Average no. of economically active members 04 06 05 06 05 05 05 14
Median monthly household income (HK$) 1,600 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 2,400 2,000 27,000
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Table A.2.10: Socio-economic characteristics of poor households by District
Council district, 2018 (3)

_ . : : : All poor All
Before policy intervention Yuen Long North Tai Po ShaTin Sai Kung Islands houthol ds | households

(A) Poverty indicators
I. Poor households (‘000) 55.0 296 216 541 273 136 6129
II. Poor population (000) 1293 ni 50.1 1263 613 301 14065
III. Poverty rate (%) {21.5%} {239%} {17.5%} {19.9%} {14.29) {19.0%} {20.4%)

Children aged under 18 {27.4%} {28.4%} {20.2%} {20.8%} {11.2%) {22.0%} {23.3%}

Youth aged between 18 and 29 {13.9%} {15.9%} {8.8%) {12.4%} {10.2%) {13.1%} {12.6%}

People aged between 18 and 64 {14.9%} {L7.0%} {11.2%} {13.7%} {9.5%) {11.9%} {13.9%}

Elders aged 65+ {45.1%} {48.6%) {41.7%) {43.9%) 36.2%} {46.9%} {44.4%)
V. Poverty gap

Annual total gap (HK$Mn) 41479 21947 15223 30174 19612 10035 443155

Monthly average gap (HK$) 6,300 6,200 5,900 6,000 6,000 6,200 6,000

(B) Characteristics of households

I.No. of households ('000)

(i) Economic characteristics

Economically active 218 126 84 202 9.1 45 2330 20549
(39.6%) (42.6%) (39.1%) (37.3%) (33.2%) (33.0%) (38.0%) (80.0%)
Working 195 116 14 188 84 40 224 20258
(35.4%) (39.0%) (34.4%) (34.7%) (30.8%) (29.7%) (34.7%) (78.9%)
Unemployed 23 10 10 14 06 05 206 291
(4.2%) (3.5%) (4.7%) (2.6%) (2.4%) (34%) (3.4%) (1.1%)
Economically inactive 32 170 132 39 182 9.1 3799 5140
(60.4%) (57.4%) (62.0%) (62.7%) (66.8%) (67.0%) (62.0%) (20.0%)
(il) Whether receiving CSSA or not
Yes 166 70 36 110 56 38 1543 1593
(30.3%) (23.7%) (16.5%) (203%) (20.7%) (28.2%) (25.2%) (6.2%)
No 383 26 181 431 a7 98 4585 24096
(69.7%) (76.3%) (83.5%) (79.7%) (79.3%) (71.8%) (74.8%) (93.8%)
Reason: no financial needs 266 161 140 313 155 73 3304 350.7
(48.4%) (54.6%) (64.5%) (57.9%) (56.9%) (53.7%) (53.9%) (13.7%)
Reason: income and assets tests not 13 06 § 04 05 § 100 109
passed (2.4%) (2.1%) § (0.7%) (1.9%) § (L.6%) (04%)
(iii) Housing characteristics
Public rental housing 255 90 6.2 280 111 59 3000 786.1
(46.4%) (30.5%) (28.5%) (51.8%) (40.5%) (43.6%) (48.9%) (30.6%)
Tenants in private housing 69 47 24 17 09 11 574 4216
(12.5%) (16.0%) (11.0%) (3.2%) (3.3%) (8.0%) (9.4%) (16.4%)
Owner-occupiers 202 147 18 20 138 51 2339 12640
(36.8%) (49.6%) (54.7%) (42.5%) (50.6%) (37.5%) (38.2%) (49.2%)
- with mortgages or loans 19 15 13 29 21 03 231 4010
(3.4%) (4.9%) (6.0%) (5.3%) (7.6%) (2.5%) (3.8%) (15.6%)
- without mortgages and loans 183 132 105 201 117 48 2108 8629
(33.3%) (44.7%) (48.8%) (37.2%) (43.0%) (35.0%) (34.4%) (33.6%)
(iv) Other characteristics
With FDH(s) 29 11 14 37 17 07 339 2936
(5.2%) (3.6%) (6.6%) (6.8%) (6.1%) (5.3%) (5.5%) (11.4%)
With new arrival(s) 20 13 08 19 06 § 55 760
(3.6%) (4.3%) (3.6%) (3.5%) (2.2%) § (4.2%) (3.0%)
With children 154 94 55 132 48 30 1524 698.6
(28.0%) (31.7%) (25.3%) (24.5%) (17.7%) (22.4%) (24.9%) (27.2%)
Il. Other household characteristics
Average household size 24 24 23 23 22 22 23 27
Average no. of economically active members 05 05 05 05 04 05 05 14
Median monthly household income (HK$) 1,200 3,000 2,800 3,000 2,000 @ 2,000 27,000
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Table A.2.11: Socio-economic characteristics of poor households by housing
characteristic and age of household head, 2018

; Household
L . Public rental Te”.a"ts d Owner- head aged Housefold All poor Al
Before policy intervention . private , head aged 65
housing ; occupiers | between 18 households | households
housing and above
and 64
(A) Poverty indicators
|.Poor households (000) 3000 574 2339 2821 3286 6129
II._Poor population (000) 7072 1483 5122 8006 602.2 14065
I11. Poverty rate (%) {33.9%} {14.0%} {14.6%} {14.9%} {39.7%} {204%)
Children aged under 18 {49.5%} {20.7%} {11.2%} {21.8%)} {38.7%} {23.3%}
Youth aged between 18 and 29 {20.1%} {11.1%} {1.3%) {11.8%)} {20.9%} {12.6%}
People aged between 18 and 64 {24.6%) {10.4%} {9.0%} {12.9%) {21.5%} {13.9%)
Elders aged 65+ {55.6%} {32.9%) {37.6%) {22.1%) {50.1%} {44.4%)
V. Poverty gap
Annual total gap (HK$Mn) 211101 42511 17,5601 21,2989 20,8567 443155
Monthly average gap (HK$) 5,900 6,200 6,300 6,300 5800 6,000
(B) Characteristics of households
I. No. of households ('000)
(i) Economic characteristics
Economically active 1284 271 728 1730 599 2330 20549
(42.8%) (47.3%) (31.1%) (61.3%) (18.2%) (38.0%) (80.0%)
Working 1187 240 66.0 156.7 55 224 20258
(39.6%) (41.8%) (28.2%) (55.6%) (16.9%) (34.7%) (78.9%)
Unemployed 98 31 69 163 44 26 291
(3.3%) (5.4%) (2.9%) (5.8%) (L3%) (3.4%) (L1%)
Economically inactive 1715 303 1610 1091 268.7 3799 5140
(57.2%) (52.7%) (68.9%) (38.7%) (81.8%) (62.0%) (20.0%)
(if) Whether receiving CSSA or not
Yes 1243 211 78 780 761 1543 1593
(41.5%) (36.7%) (3.3%) (27.6%) (23.2%) (25.2%) (6.2%)
No 1756 363 260 2041 2525 4585 240956
(58.5%) (63.3%) (96.7%) (72.4%) (76.8%) (74.8%) (93.8%)
Reason: no financial needs 1140 261 1744 1489 1800 3304 3507
(38.0%) (45.5%) (74.6%) (52.8%) (54.8%) (53.9%) (13.7%)
Reason: income and assets tests not 31 05 6.2 48 51 100 109
passed (L.0%) (0.8%) (26%) (L7%) (L6%) (L6%) (0.4%)
(iii) Housing characteristics
Public rental housing 3000 1443 1557 3000 786.1
(100.0%) . (51.1%) (47.4%) (48.9%) (30.6%)
Tenants in private housing - 574 426 137 574 4216
(100.0%) - (15.1%) (4.2%) (9.4%) (16.4%)
Owner-occupiers 2339 885 1450 2339 12640
(100.0%) (314%) (44.1%) (38.2%) (49.2%)
- with mortgages or loans 231 163 66 231 4010
9.9%) (5.8%) (2.0%) (3.8%) (15.6%)
- without mortgages and loans 2108 721 1384 2108 8629
(90.1%) (25.6%) (42.1%) (34.4%) (33.6%)
(iv) Other characteristics
With FDH(s) 53 30 26 101 23 39 2936
(1.8%) (5.2%) 9.6%) (3.6%) (7.1%) (5.5%) (114%)
With new arrival(s) 118 105 28 201 53 %55 760
(3.9%) (18.3%) (L.2%) (7.1%) (L6%) (4.2%) (3.0%)
With children 84.2 292 357 1293 209 1524 698.6
(28.1%) (50.8%) (15.3%) (45.8%) (6.4%) (24.9%) (27.2%)
II. Other household characteristics
Average household size 24 26 22 28 18 23 27
Average no. of economically active members 06 06 04 08 02 05 14
Median monthly household income (HKS) 3,000 4000 500 8,000 @ 2,000 27,000
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Table A.2.12: Socio-economic characteristics of poor population by selected
household group, 2018 (1)

Before policy intervention CSSA Elderly  [Single-parent| New-arrival I-I_ouseholds Youth All poor Al
households | households | households | households |with children | households | households | households
(C) Characteristics of persons
. No. of persons ('000)
(i) Gender
Male 1444 1496 356 3938 261.0 33 648.1 32912
(46.2%) (433%) (37.0%) (45.7%) (47.0%) (40.9%) (46.1%) (47.8%)
Female 168.1 1956 60.7 474 2939 47 758.4 35937
(53.8%) (56.7%) (63.0%) (54.3%) (53.0%) (59.1%) (53.9%) (52.2%)
(i) Economic activity status and age
Economically active 39.0 76 194 26 1374 15 2934 35995
(12.5%) (2.2%) (20.1%) (25.8%) (24.8%) (19.0%) (20.9%) (52.3%)
Working 301 71 16.7 19.9 1248 08 250.7 3488.2
(9.6%) (2.19%) (17.3%) (22.8%) (22.5%) (10.6%) (17.8%) (50.7%)
Unemployed 8.9 05 27 27 126 07 801 1113
(2.9%) (0.29%) (2.8%) (3.1%) (2.3%) (8.4%) (3.0%) (1.6%)
Economically inactive 2735 3375 770 64.7 415 65 11131 32855
(87.5%) (97.8%) (79.9%) (74.2%) (75.2%) (81.0%) (79.1%) (47.1%)
Children aged under 18 746 - 4638 308 2341 - 2341 10075
(23.9%) (48.6%) (35.3%) (42.2%) - (16.6%) (14.6%)
People aged between 18 and 64 1035 260 244 1450 65 3793 12484
(33.1%) (27.0%) (27.9%) (26.1%) (81.0%) (27.0%) (18.1%)
Student 132 40 21 177 57 57.0 2387
(4.2%) (4.2%) (2.4%) (3.2%) (71.8%) (4.1%) (3.5%)
Home-maker 422 162 16.2 975 § 1543 569.4
(13.5%) (16.8%) (18.6%) (17.6%) § (11.0%) (8.3%)
Retired person 119 07 17 8.7 § 73.1 2305
(3.8%) (0.8%) (2.0%) (1.6%) § (5.2%) (3.3%)
Temporary / permanent ill 29.9 34 24 124 § 56.2 9.4
(9.6%) (3.5%) (2.7%) (2.2%) § (4.0%) (1.4%)
Other economically inactive* 63 17 20 8.7 06 387 1133
(2.0%) - (1.8%) (2.3%) (1.6%) (7.5%) (2.8%) (1.6%)
Elders aged 65+ 954 3375 41 95 385 499.7 10296
(30.5%) (97.8%) (4.2%) (10.9%) (6.9%) (35.5%) (15.0%)
(iii) Whether new arrival(s)
Yes 77 08 44 377 295 § 37 1108
(2.5%) (0.29%) (4.6%) (43.2%) (5.3%) § (2.7%) (1.6%)
No 3048 3443 91.9 495 525.4 77 1368.8 6774.2
(97.5%) (99.8%) (95.4%) (56.8%) (94.7%) (97.1%) (97.3%) (98.4%)
(iv) Receiving social security benefit
OALA** 1.0 1559 20 52 213 2481 490.8
(0.3%) (45.2%) (21%) (6.0%) (3.8%) - (17.6%) (7.1%)
DA 07 73 13 12 116 § 511 1294
(0.2%) (2.19%) (1.3%) (L4%) (2.19%) § (3.6%) (1.9%)
OAA § 64.7 04 04 55 - 90.3 260.6
§ (8.8%) (0.4%) (0.4%) (1.0%) (6.4%) (3.8%)
II. No. of employed persons ('000)
(i) Occupation
Higher-skilled 18 09 18 19 149 § 27 1507.7
<6.0%> <125%> <10.6%> <9.7%> <120%> § <131%> <A43.2%>
Lower-skilled 283 6.2 149 18.0 109.8 06 2180 19804
<94.0%> <87.5%> <89.4%> <90.3%> <88.0%> <71.6%> <86.9%> <56.8%>
(i) Educational attainment
Primary and below 54 36 20 26 153 § 380 2878
<17.8%> <51.2%> <12.0%> <131%> <12.3%> § <15.2%> <8.3%>
Lower secondary 9.2 17 45 84 41 § 711 4949
<30.6%> <235%> <Q1%> <42.3%> <33.7%> § <28.4%> <14.2%>
Upper secondary (including craft courses) 106 12 80 6.7 522 § 976 11940
<35.19%> <16.8%> <48.1%> <33.8%> <41.8%> § <38.9%> <34.2%>
Post-secondary - non-degree 25 § 13 1.2 78 § 19.7 3369
<8.3%> § <7.6%> <5.9%> <6.2%> § <7.9%> <9.7%>
Post-secondary - degree 25 04 09 10 75 04 242 11745
<8.2%> <5.8%> <5.1%> <4.8%> <6.0%> <44 5%> <9.7%> <33.7%>
(iii) Employment status
Full-time 180 31 99 155 9.1 05 1796 31326
<59.9%> <43.7%> <59.0%> <78.1%> <T5.4%> <56.8%> <TL6%> <89.8%>
Part-time / underemployed 121 40 68 44 307 04 711 3556
<401%> <56.3%> <41.0%> <21.9%> <24.6%> <43.2%> <28.4%> <10.2%>
IIl. Other indicators
Median monthly employment earnings (HK$) 7,500 5,000 8,500 12,000 12,000 3,000 10,100 18,000
Labour force participation rate (%) 155 2.2 316 38.0 378 19.0 24.1 59.6
Unemployment rate (%) 229 68 138 118 92 444 145 31
Median age 48 75 18 35 30 3 55 44
No. of children ('000) 749 473 309 2355 2355 10117
Dependency ratio (demographic) 1214 1148 888 996 1149 462
Elderly 684 9% 220 149 789 247
Child 530 - 1054 669 847 - 360 215
Economic dependency ratio” 7007 44329 3974 2869 3039 4264 3794 913
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Table A.2.13: Socio-economic characteristics of poor population by selected
household group, 2018 (2)

Economicall ) Economicall
Before policy intervention active ’ Working Unemployed inactive ’ LI All households
households households households
households households
(C) Characteristics of persons
1. No. of persons ('000)
(i) Gender
Male 3705 3443 263 2716 648.1 32912
(48.4%) (48.2%) (50.0%) (43.3%) (46.1%) (47.8%)
Female 395.5 369.3 262 362.8 7584 3593.7
(51.6%) (51.8%) (50.0%) (56.7%) (53.9%) (52.2%)
(ii) Economic activity status and age
Economically active 2934 2711 223 - 2934 35995
(38.3%) (38.0%) (42.4%) - (20.9%) (52.3%)
Working 250.7 250.7 - - 250.7 3488.2
(32.7%) (35.1%) - - (17.8%) (50.7%)
Unemployed 8.7 204 22.3 - 427 1113
(5.6%) (2.9%) (42.4%) - (3.0%) (1.6%)
Economically inactive 4727 4424 302 640.4 11131 32855
(61.7%) (62.0%) (57.6%) (100.0%) (79.1%) (47.7%)
Children aged under 18 173.0 1637 93 61.1 234.1 10075
(22.6%) (22.9%) (17.8%) (9.5%) (16.6%) (14.6%)
People aged between 18 and 64 191.2 178.7 125 188.1 379.3 12484
(25.0%) (25.0%) (23.9%) (29.4%) (27.0%) (18.1%)
Student 374 35.0 23 19.7 570 238.7
(4.9%) (4.9%) (4.4%) (3.1%) (4.1%) (3.5%)
Home-maker 97.0 916 54 573 154.3 569.4
(12.7%) (12.8%) (10.4%) (8.9%) (11.0%) (8.3%)
Retired person 231 211 20 50.0 731 2305
(3.0%) (3.0%) (3.9%) (7.8%) (5.2%) (3.3%)
Temporary / permanent ill 1738 16.4 15 38.3 56.2 96.4
(2.3%) (2.3%) (2.8%) (6.0%) (4.0%) (L4%)
Other economically inactive* 159 14.7 13 228 387 1133
(2.1%) (2.1%) (2.4%) (3.6%) (2.8%) (1.6%)
Elders aged 65+ 108.4 100.1 84 3913 499.7 1029.6
(14.2%) (14.0%) (15.9%) (61.1%) (35.5%) (15.0%)
(iii) Whether new arrival(s)
Yes 282 267 15 95 377 1108
(3.7%) (3.7%) (2.8%) (1.5%) (2.7%) (1.6%)
No 7379 686.9 510 630.9 13688 67742
(96.3%) (96.3%) (97.2%) (98.5%) (97.3%) (98.4%)
(iv) Receiving social security benefit
OALA** 746 69.6 5.0 173.6 2481 490.8
(9.7%) (9.8%) (9.5%) (27.1%) (17.6%) (7.1%)
DA 263 249 15 248 511 129.4
(3.4%) (35%) (2.8%) (3.9%) (3.6%) (1.9%)
0AA 17.2 158 14 731 90.3 260.6
(2.2%) (2.2%) (2.6%) (11.4%) (6.4%) (3.8%)
II. No. of employed persons ('000)
(i) Occupation
Higher-skilled 32.7 327 - - 327 1507.7
<13.1%> <13.1%> - - <13.1%> <43.2%>
Lower-skilled 2180 2180 - - 2180 1980.4
<86.9%> <86.9%> - - <86.9%> <56.8%>
(i) Educational attainment
Primary and below 38.0 38.0 - - 38.0 2878
<15.2%> <15.2%> - - <15.2%> <8.3%>
Lower secondary 711 711 - - 711 4949
<28.4%> <28.4%> - - <28.4%> <14.2%>
Upper secondary (including craft courses) 97.6 976 - - 976 11940
<38.9%> <38.9%> - - <38.9%> <34.2%>
Post-secondary - non-degree 19.7 197 - - 197 336.9
<7.9%> <7.9%> - - <7.9%> <9.7%>
Post-secondary - degree 242 242 - - 242 11745
<9.7%> <9.7%> - - <9.7%> <33.7%>
(iii) Employment status
Full-time 179.6 179.6 - - 179.6 31326
<71.6%> <71.6%> - - <71.6%> <89.8%>
Part-time / underemployed 711 711 - - 711 355.6
<28.4%> <28.4%> - - <28.4%> <10.2%>
IIl. Other indicators
Median monthly employment earnings (HK$) 10,100 10,100 - 10,100 18,000
Labour force participation rate (%) 470 46.8 49.6 - 24.1 59.6
Unemployment rate (%) 145 75 100.0 - 145 3.1
Median age 41 41 44 68 55 44
No. of children ('000) 1744 165.0 94 61.1 2355 10117
Dependency ratio (demographic) 643 650 547 2405 1149 462
Elderly 269 269 271 2081 789 247
Child 374 382 276 325 360 215
Economic dependency ratio” 1611 1632 1357 - 3794 913
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Table A.2.14: Socio-economic characteristics of poor population by District

Council district, 2018 (1)

Before policy intervention S Wan Chai Eastern Southern e O (o Al
Western Mong Po households | households
(C) Characteristics of persons
. No. of persons ('000)
(i) Gender
Male 130 99 384 188 214 40.7 648.1 32912
(43.5%) (43.6%) (45.8%) (47.7%) (45.4%) (45.8%) (46.1%) (47.8%)
Female 169 128 455 206 329 482 7584 3593.7
(56.5%) (56.4%) (54.2%) (52.3%) (54.6%) (54.2%) (53.9%) (52.2%)
(i) Economic activity status and age
Economically active 40 29 158 8.2 110 195 2934 3599.5
(13.4%) (12.6%) (18.8%) (20.8%) (18.2%) (22.0%) (209%) (52.3%)
Working 32 22 130 72 96 174 250.7 3488.2
(10.8%) (9.6%) (15.5%) (18.4%) (16.0%) (19.6%) (17.8%) (50.7%)
Unemployed 08 07 28 09 13 21 27 1113
(2.6%) (3.0%) (3.4%) (24%) (2.2%) (2.4%) (3.0%) (L6%)
Economically inactive 259 198 68.1 312 49.4 69.3 11131 32855
(86.6%) (87.4%) (81.2%) (79.2%) (81.8%) (78.0%) (79.1%) (47.7%)
Children aged under 18 28 19 114 57 99 172 2341 10075
(9.4%) (8.4%) (13.5%) (14.6%) (16.4%) (19.3%) (16.6%) (14.6%)
People aged between 18 and 64 82 6.1 219 97 16.6 244 379.3 12484
(275%) (26.8%) (261%) (24.7%) (27.4%) (27.4%) (27.0%) (18.1%)
Student 16 07 30 11 29 37 57.0 2387
(5.4%) (3.2%) (3.6%) (2.8%) (4.8%) (4.1%) (4.1%) (3.5%)
Home-maker 25 20 76 40 6.0 106 1543 569.4
(8.3%) (8.7%) (9.0%) (10.1%) (9.9%) (12.0%) (11.0%) (8.3%)
Retired person 23 22 54 20 38 39 731 2305
(7.1%) (9.7%) (6.4%) (5.0%) (6.3%) (4.4%) (5.2%) (3.3%)
Temporary / permanent ill 07 04 34 12 18 35 56.2 96.4
(2.3%) (15%) (4.0%) (3.2%) (3.0%) (3.9%) (4.0%) (L4%)
Other economically inactive* 12 08 26 14 21 27 387 1133
(3.9%) (3.6%) (31%) (3.7%) (3.4%) (3.0%) (2.8%) (L.6%)
Elders aged 65+ 148 118 348 15.7 229 218 499.7 1029.6
(49.7%) (52.2%) (41.5%) (39.9%) (38.0%) (31.3%) (35.5%) (15.0%)
(iii) Whether new arrival(s)
Yes 05 § 08 08 24 53 37 1108
(1.6%) § (L0%) (21%) (4.0%) (6.0%) (2.7%) (L6%)
No 294 26 83.1 386 579 835 136838 67742
(98.4%) (99.7%) (99.0%) (98.0%) (96.0%) (94.0%) (97.3%) (98.4%)
(iv) Receiving social security benefit
OALA** 44 33 142 76 115 125 8.1 4908
(14.6%) (14.7%) (17.0%) (19.3%) (19.0%) (14.1%) (17.6%) (7.1%)
DA 14 08 42 24 17 22 511 1294
(4.7%) (3.7%) (5.1%) (6.0%) (2.8%) (25%) (3.6%) (L.9%)
OAA 6.2 51 103 28 48 48 903 2606
(20.6%) (22.5%) (12.3%) (7.2%) (7.9%) (5.4%) (6.4%) (3.8%)
II. No. of employed persons (‘000)
(i) Occupation
Higher-skilled 08 05 27 09 15 20 327 1507.7
<24.6%> <225%> <20.6%> <12.9%> <15.9%> <11.3%> <13.1%> <43.2%>
Lower-skilled 24 17 103 63 81 154 2180 1980.4
<75.4%> <T75%> <19.4%> <87.1%> <84.1%> <88.7%> <86.9%> <56.8%>
(ii) Educational attainment
Primary and below 03 § 14 11 16 27 380 2878
<8.2%> § <10.4%> <15.4%> <16.2%> <15.5%> <15.2%> <8.3%>
Lower secondary 06 04 30 24 29 50 711 4949
<175%> <16.2%> <235%> <33.1%> <29.7%> <28.7%> <28.4%> <14.2%>
Upper secondary (including craft courses) 14 09 53 27 30 68 976 11940
<44.7%> <41.2%> <41.1%> <36.6%> <315%> <38.9%> <38.9%> <34.2%>
Post-secondary - non-degree § § 12 05 06 12 19.7 3369
§ § <8.9%> <7.1%> <6.7%> <6.6%> <7.9%> <9.7%>
Post-secondary - degree 08 05 21 06 15 18 242 11745
<25.8%> <24.2%> <16.1%> <1.7%> <15.9%> <10.2%> <9.7%> <33.7%>
(iii) Employment status
Full-time 23 13 96 52 6.5 127 179.6 31326
<T11%> <61.3%> <13.9%> <72.3%> <67.5%> <12.8%> <T1.6%> <89.8%>
Part-time / underemployed 09 08 34 20 31 47 711 355.6
<28.9%> <38.7%> <26.1%> <21.1%> <325%> <27.2%> <28.4%> <10.2%>
IIl. Other indicators
Median monthly employment eamings (HK$) 11,000 8,000 10,000 10,000 9,500 10500 10,100 18,000
Labour force participation rate (%) 143 134 213 236 211 26.2 24.1 59.6
Unemployment rate (%) 195 241 178 114 123 10.9 145 31
Median age 65 66 60 59 58 50 55 44
No. of children (‘000) 28 20 115 58 10.1 172 2355 10117
Dependency ratio (demographic)* 1512 1642 1303 1314 1297 1085 1149 462
Elderly 1276 1408 987 972 913 681 789 247
Child 236 234 316 342 384 404 360 215
Economic dependency ratio” 6458 6925 4308 3814 4498 3552 3794 913
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Table A.2.15: Socio-economic characteristics of poor population by District
Council district, 2018 (2)

o ) . o . All poor All
Before policy intervention Kowloon City |Wong Tai Sin | Kwun Tong | Kwai Tsing | TsuenWan | Tuen Mun households | households
(C) Characteristics of persons
. No. of persons ('000)
(i) Gender
Male 331 454 825 50.8 248 480 648.1 32912
(45.8%) (47.0%) (47.0%) (45.4%) (46.8%) (46.4%) (46.1%) (47.8%)
Female 392 511 933 61.0 28.1 555 758.4 35937
(54.2%) (53.0%) (53.0%) (54.6%) (53.2%) (53.6%) (53.9%) (52.2%)
(i) Economic activity status and age
Economically active 147 28 383 257 109 2.1 2934 35995
(20.3%) (23.7%) (21.8%) (23.0%) (20.7%) (21.3%) (20.9%) (52.3%)
Working 124 187 337 23 90 194 250.7 34882
(17.1%) (19.4%) (19.2%) (19.9%) (17.0%) (18.8%) (17.8%) (50.7%)
Unemployed 23 42 46 34 19 26 27 1113
(3.2%) (4.3%) (2.6%) (3.1%) (3.7%) (25%) (3.0%) (1.6%)
Economically inactive 576 737 1375 86.0 420 814 11131 32855
(79.7%) (76.3%) (78.2%) (77.0%) (79.3%) (78.1%) (79.1%) (47.7%)
Children aged under 18 123 16.7 315 19.1 8.7 184 2341 10075
(17.1%) (17.3%) (17.9%) (17.1%) (16.5%) (17.8%) (16.6%) (14.6%)
People aged between 18 and 64 20.7 249 486 29.7 14.1 218 379.3 12484
(28.7%) (25.8%) (27.1%) (26.6%) (26.7%) (26.8%) (27.0%) (18.1%)
Student 30 46 70 48 15 38 57.0 2387
(4.2%) (4.8%) (4.0%) (4.3%) (2.8%) (3.7%) (4.1%) (3.5%)
Home-maker 85 100 210 126 54 118 154.3 569.4
(11.8%) (10.4%) (11.9%) (11.3%) (10.3%) (11.4%) (11.0%) (8.3%)
Retired person 41 41 79 41 4.1 44 731 2305
(5.7%) (4.3%) (4.5%) (3.7%) (7.7%) (4.2%) (5.2%) (3.3%)
Temporary / permanent il 27 43 8.0 56 20 53 56.2 9.4
(3.8%) (4.4%) (4.5%) (5.0%) (3.8%) (5.1%) (4.0%) (1.4%)
Other economically inactive* 24 19 48 26 11 26 38.7 1133
(3.3%) (1.9%) (2.7%) (2.3%) (2.1%) (2.5%) (2.8%) (1.6%)
Elders aged 65+ 245 321 574 372 19.1 35.2 499.7 1029.6
(33.9%) (33.2%) (32.6%) (33.3%) (36.2%) (34.0%) (35.5%) (15.0%)
(iii) Whether new arrival(s)
Yes 29 29 51 31 22 21 37 1108
(4.0%) (3.0%) (2.9%) (2.8%) (4.19%) (2.0%) (2.7%) (1.6%)
No 69.3 936 170.7 108.7 507 1014 13688 67742
(96.0%) (97.0%) (97.1%) (97.2%) (95.9%) (98.0%) (97.3%) (98.4%)
(iv) Receiving social security benefit
OALA** 116 178 318 20.1 88 202 2481 490.8
(16.0%) (18.5%) (18.1%) (17.9%) (16.6%) (19.5%) (17.6%) (7.1%)
DA 28 33 50 42 15 35 511 1294
(3.8%) (35%) (2.9%) (3.7%) (2.8%) (3.4%) (3.6%) (1.9%)
OAA 50 36 58 33 50 37 90.3 260.6
(7.0%) (3.8%) (3.3%) (2.9%) (9.5%) (3.6%) (6.4%) (3.8%)
II. No. of employed persons ('000)
(i) Occupation
Higher-skilled 17 22 36 22 13 24 327 1507.7
<14.0%> <11.9%> <10.6%> <9.9%> <14.4%> <12.5%> <13.1%> <43.2%>
Lower-skilled 106 165 30.1 20.1 7.7 170 2180 19804
<86.0%> <88.1%> <89.4%> <90.1%> <85.6%> <87.5%> <86.9%> <56.8%>
(i) Educational attainment
Primary and below 15 36 57 35 12 36 380 2878
<12.3%> <19.1%> <16.8%> <15.6%> <13.5%> <18.4%> <15.2%> <8.3%>
Lower secondary 41 54 103 72 27 51 711 4949
<33.2%> <28.8%> <30.6%> <32.2%> <29.8%> <26.2%> <28.4%> <14.2%>
Upper secondary (including craft courses) 48 6.8 123 838 33 8.1 976 11940
<38.4%> <36.6%> <36.4%> <39.6%> <36.3%> <41.9%> <38.9%> <34.2%>
Post-secondary - non-degree 07 14 30 14 12 11 19.7 3369
<54%> <1.3%> <8.8%> <6.3%> <13.1%> <5.5%> <79%> <9.7%>
Post-secondary - degree 13 15 25 14 0.7 15 242 11745
<10.6%> <8.2%> <T4%> <6.4%> <1.3%> <8.0%> <9.7%> <33.7%>
(iii) Employment status
Ful-time 8.8 134 24.7 16.4 6.2 133 179.6 31326
<T14%> <TLI%> <13.3%> <13.8%> <69.0%> <68.3%> <TL6%> <89.8%>
Part-time / underemployed 35 53 9.0 58 28 62 711 355.6
<28.6%> <28.3%> <26.7%> <26.2%> <30.9%> <3L7%> <28.4%> <10.2%>
IIl. Other indicators
Median monthly employment eamnings (HK$) 10,000 10,200 10,300 10,000 11,000 10,300 10,100 18,000
Labour force participation rate (%) 238 213 256 26.7 237 251 24.1 59.6
Unemployment rate (%) 156 18.2 12.0 134 178 119 145 31
Median age 54 53 51 52 57 54 55 44
No. of children ('000) 123 168 316 19.3 8.7 186 2355 10117
Dependency ratio (demographic) 1095 1074 1071 1061 1165 1140 1149 462
Elderly 737 714 699 705 807 756 789 247
Child 358 360 3 356 357 384 360 215
Economic dependency ratio” 3925 3224 3589 3345 3842 3691 3794 913
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Table A.2.16: Socio-economic characteristics of poor population by District

Council district, 2018 (3)

— . . : : All poor Al
Before policy intervention Yuen Long North TaiPo ShaTin Sai Kung Islands households | households
(C) Characteristics of persons
1. No. of persons ('000)
(i) Gender
Male 59.8 329 25 57.7 218 146 648.1 3291.2
(46.3%) (45.9%) (45.0%) (45.7%) (45.4%) (48.5%) (46.1%) (47.8%)
Female 69.5 388 215 685 335 155 758.4 3593.7
(53.7%) (54.1%) (55.0%) (54.3%) (54.6%) (51.5%) (53.9%) (52.2%)
(i) Economic activity status and age
Economically active 219 154 103 254 120 6.5 2934 3599.5
(21.5%) (21.5%) (20.5%) (20.1%) (19.6%) (21.7%) (20.9%) (52.3%)
Working 21 13.1 8.9 222 104 53 250.7 3488.2
(17.5%) (18.3%) (17.7%) (17.6%) (17.0%) (17.6%) (17.8%) (50.7%)
Unemployed 52 23 14 32 16 12 4217 1113
(4.0%) (3.2%) (2.8%) (2.5%) (2.7%) (4.1%) (3.0%) (L6%)
Economically inactive 1015 56.3 39.8 1009 493 235 11131 32855
(78.5%) (78.5%) (79.5%) (79.9%) (80.4%) (78.3%) (79.1%) (47.7%)
Children aged under 18 249 136 85 192 70 54 2341 10075
(19.2%) (18.9%) (16.9%) (15.2%) (11.4%) (17.9%) (16.6%) (14.6%)
People aged between 18 and 64 349 200 127 350 17.0 70 3793 12484
(27.0%) (27.9%) (25.3%) (27.7%) (27.7%) (234%) (27.0%) (181%)
Student 50 34 13 53 30 13 57.0 2387
(3.9%) (4.8%) (2.6%) (4.2%) (4.9%) (4.3%) (4.1%) (3.5%)
Home-maker 156 88 53 146 54 26 1543 569.4
(12.1%) (12.3%) (10.6%) (11.5%) (8.8%) (8.8%) (11.0%) (8.3%)
Retired person 6.3 37 28 6.6 42 13 731 2305
(4.9%) (5.1%) (5.7%) (5.2%) (6.8%) (4.2%) (5.2%) (3.3%)
Temporary / permanent ill 5.0 23 13 52 25 10 56.2 96.4
(3.9%) (3.3%) (2.1%) (4.1%) (4.1%) (3.3%) (4.0%) (L4%)
Other economically inactive* 30 18 18 33 19 09 38.7 1133
(2.3%) (2.5%) (3.7%) (2.6%) (3.0%) (2.8%) (2.8%) (L6%)
Elders aged 65+ 417 2.7 18.7 46.7 25.3 111 499.7 1029.6
(32.2%) (3L.7%) (37.3%) (37.0%) (41.3%) (37.0%) (35.5%) (15.0%)
(iii) Whether new arrival(s)
Yes 28 17 12 25 11 § 37 1108
(2.2%) (2.4%) (2.3%) (2.0%) (L8%) § (2.7%) (L6%)
No 1265 700 489 1237 602 299 13688 6774.2
(97.8%) (97.6%) (97.7%) (98.0%) (98.2%) (99.4%) (97.3%) (98.4%)
(iv) Receiving social security benefit
OALA** 190 112 100 255 127 59 248.1 4908
(14.7%) (15.6%) (19.9%) (20.2%) (20.7%) (19.8%) (17.6%) (7.1%)
DA 44 25 22 6.1 21 08 51.1 1294
(3.4%) (3.5%) (4.4%) (4.8%) (3.4%) (2.6%) (3.6%) (1.9%)
OAA 77 34 37 80 51 17 903 260.6
(5.9%) (4.8%) (7.4%) (6.3%) (8.3%) (5.8%) (6.4%) (3.8%)
II. No. of employed persons ('000)
(i) Occupation
Higher-skilled 23 18 11 38 16 04 327 1507.7
<10.0%> <13.6%> <126%> <17.0%> <14.9%> <6.9%> <13.1%> <43.2%>
Lower-skilled 204 114 78 185 88 49 2180 19804
<90.0%> <86.4%> <87.4%> <83.0%> <85.1%> <931%> <86.9%> <56.8%>
(ii) Educational attainment
Primary and below 31 21 14 27 15 10 380 287.8
<13.7%> <16.1%> <15.4%> <12.2%> <14.8%> <18.4%> <15.2%> <8.3%>
Lower secondary 71 38 21 54 26 12 711 4949
<31.5%> <29.1%> <23.3%> <24.3%> <25.0%> <218%> <28.4%> <14.2%>
Upper secondary (including craft courses) 838 47 40 93 45 22 976 11940
<38.7%> <35.7%> <45.3%> <41.8%> <42.8%> <41.6%> <38.9%> <34.2%>
Post-secondary - non-degree 18 13 06 21 10 05 19.7 336.9
<7.8%> <9.6%> <7.3%> <9.4%> <9.2%> <9.5%> <7.9%> <9.7%>
Post-secondary - degree 19 13 08 28 09 05 24.2 11745
<8.2%> <9.5%> <8.8%> <12.4%> <8.2%> <8.6%> <9.7%> <33.7%>
(iii) Employment status
Full-ime 167 98 64 155 73 34 1796 31326
<13.9%> <75.0%> <12.0%> <69.6%> <70.0%> <64.3%> <TL6%> <89.8%>
Part-time / underemployed 59 33 25 68 3.1 19 711 355.6
<26.1%> <25.0%> <28.0%> <30.4%> <30.0%> <35.7%> <28.4%> <10.2%>
IIl. Other indicators
Median monthly employment earnings (HK$) 11,000 11,000 11,000 10,000 10,000 9,000 10,100 18,000
Labour force participation rate (%) 255 256 238 229 216 2523 241 59.6
Unemployment rate (%) 18.7 148 135 125 136 19.0 145 31
Median age 51 51 57 56 61 56 55 44
No. of children (000) 249 136 8.6 192 70 55 2355 10117
Dependency ratio (demographic)® 1100 1065 1261 1143 1158 1336 1149 462
Elderly 695 674 873 817 912 912 789 247
Child 405 301 388 326 246 424 360 215
Economic dependency ratio” 3643 3649 3879 3967 4097 3613 3794 913
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Table A.2.17: Socio-economic characteristics of poor population by housing
characteristic and age of household head, 2018

Publ ial Tenants in 0 Household head | Household head Al Al
Before policy intervention aolc fenta private Wner aged between | aged 65 and poor
housing ) occupiers households | households
housing 18 and 64 above
(C) Characteristics of persons
. No. of persons ('000)
(i) Gender
Male 329.0 68.4 2341 3722 2145 648.1 32912
(46.5%) (46.1%) (45.7%) (46.5%) (45.6%) (46.1%) (47.8%)
Female 378.1 79.9 2181 4284 3217 758.4 3593.7
(53.5%) (53.9%) (54.3%) (53.5%) (54.4%) (53.9%) (52.2%)
(i) Economic activity status and age
Economically active 165.2 328 90.2 2225 708 2934 3599.5
(23.4%) (22.1%) (17.6%) (27.8%) (11.8%) (20.9%) (52.3%)
Working 1421 213 771 1878 628 250.7 34882
(20.19%) (18.4%) (15.1%) (235%) (10.4%) (17.8%) (50.7%)
Unemployed 231 55 131 347 8.0 27 1113
(3.3%) (3.7%) (2.6%) (4.3%) (13%) (3.0%) (L6%)
Economically inactive 542.0 1155 4220 578.1 5314 11131 32855
(76.6%) (77.9%) (82.4%) (72.2%) (88.2%) (79.1%) (47.1%)
Children aged under 18 1276 479 53.1 2024 283 2341 10075
(18.0%) (32.3%) (10.4%) (25.3%) (4.7%) (16.6%) (14.6%)
People aged between 18 and 64 1907 485 1324 3229 56.2 379.3 12484
(27.0%) (32.7%) (25.8%) (40.3%) (9.3%) (27.0%) (18.1%)
Student 310 8.7 156 50.0 69 57.0 238.7
(4.4%) (5.9%) (3.0%) (6.2%) (11%) (4.1%) (3.5%)
Home-maker 812 21 479 1308 25 1543 569.4
(11.5%) (15.3%) (9.4%) (16.3%) (3.9%) (11.0%) (8.3%)
Retired person 24.8 50 021 616 115 731 2305
(35%) (3.4%) (8.2%) (7.7%) (L9%) (5.2%) (3.3%)
Temporary / permanent ill 39.1 56 104 48.0 8.1 56.2 96.4
(55%) (3.8%) (2.0%) (6.0%) (L4%) (4.0%) (L4%)
Other economically inactive* 14.6 6.5 16.5 325 62 38.7 1133
(2.1%) (4.4%) (3.2%) (4.1%) (L.0%) (2.8%) (L6%)
Elders aged 65+ 2238 192 2366 528 4469 499.7 1029.6
(31.6%) (12.9%) (46.2%) (6.6%) (74.2%) (35.5%) (15.0%)
(iii) Whether new arrival(s)
Yes 154 184 36 307 69 317 1108
(2.2%) (12.4%) (0.7%) (3.8%) (11%) 2.7%) (L6%)
No 691.8 1300 508.6 769.9 595.2 13688 67742
(97.8%) (87.6%) (99.3%) (96.2%) (98.9%) (97.3%) (98.4%)
(iv) Receiving social security benefit
OALA** 1249 8.8 1044 300 218.1 248.1 490.8
(17.7%) (5.9%) (20.4%) (3.7%) (36.2%) (17.6%) (7.1%)
DA 26 35 232 328 182 51.1 1294
(3.2%) (2.3%) (4.5%) (41%) (3.0%) (3.6%) (L9%)
OAA 108 26 708 96 80.7 90.3 260.6
(L5%) (L8%) (13.8%) (L.2%) (13.4%) (6.4%) (3.8%)
II. No. of employed persons ('000)
(i) Occupation
Higher-skilled 123 45 148 251 76 27 1507.7
<8.7%> <16.5%> <19.2%> <134%> <12.1%> <13.1%> <43.2%>
Lower-skilled 1298 228 623 162.7 55.2 218.0 1980.4
<91.3%> <83.5%> <80.8%> <86.6%> <87.9%> <86.9%> <56.8%>
(ii) Educational attainment
Primary and below 241 29 105 243 137 380 287.8
<17.0%> <10.6%> <137%> <129%> <21.8%> <15.2%> <8.3%>
Lower secondary 458 8.9 153 55.6 155 711 494.9
<32.3%> <32.4%> <19.9%> <29.6%> <24.8%> <28.4%> <14.2%>
Upper secondary (including craft courses) 533 105 321 739 237 976 11940
<37.5%> <38.5%> <41.6%> <39.3%> <37.7%> <38.9%> <34.2%>
Post-secondary - non-degree 98 20 76 15.7 41 19.7 336.9
<6.9%> <7.4%> <9.8%> <8.3%> <6.5%> <7.9%> <9.7%>
Post-secondary - degree 9.0 30 116 184 58 242 11745
<6.3%> <11.0%> <15.0%> <9.8%> <9.3%> <9.7%> <33.7%>
(iii) Employment status
Full-time 1016 202 552 1340 456 1796 31326
<T15%> <74.1%> <TL6%> <711.3%> <12.6%> <T16%> <89.8%>
Part-time / underemployed 405 71 219 539 172 711 355.6
<28.5%> <25.9%> <28.4%> <28.7%> <27.4%> <28.4%> <10.2%>
IIl. Other indicators
Median monthly employment earnings (HK$) 10,000 12,000 10,500 10,500 9,500 10,100 18,000
Labour force participation rate (%) 2712 312 19.2 35.1 122 241 59.6
Unemployment rate (%) 140 16.8 145 156 113 145 3.1
Median age 50 35 63 40 71 55 44
No. of children ('000) 1283 481 534 2035 284 2355 10117
Dependency ratio (demographic)® 1037 868 1378 477 4369 1149 462
Elderly 668 262 1130 102 4115 789 247
Child 370 606 248 375 253 360 215
Economic dependency ratio” 3282 3523 4679 2599 7507 3794 913
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Table A.3.1a: Poor households by selected household group, 2009-2018

No.of ouseholds (000} 2018 compared | 2018 compared

Adter policy intervention with 2017 with 2009
ecurrentcas) 000 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 20u7 | o1 [O2N9€] - |Change) %
(000) [change| (000) |change
Qverall 4063| 4053| 3988| 4030| 3848| 3826| 3024| 4124| 4198| 48| 50| 36| W5 10
| Household size
L-person 58| 790| 84| 842| 713 695 767| 894| 12| 1021 109 120 23] M7
2-person 59| 1456| 1457| 1414| 1447| 1512| 1546| 1593| 1644| 1687| 43| 26| 28| 156
3-person 1| 94| 814 84| 87| 44| 839 98| 80| ®@2| 52| 60| 9] 20
4-person 666 654| 659 660 605 571| 580| 567| 620 555 65| 05| 11| 167
5-person 71| 4] 73] 13| 49| 50| W7 17| us| w2 03] 29] 49| 288
6-persont 68 56| 61| 56| 46| 55| 45| 45| 34| 41| 07| 01| 27| 399
Il. Social characteristics
CSSA households 1049] 1061| 1073| 1027| 849| 665| 644| 594| 623| 81| 42| 68| 468| 446
Elderly households 1089 1160| 1182| 1206| 1128| 1124| 1229] 1401| 1309| 1550| 151| 108| 461 423
Single-parent households 22| 99| 214| 85| 265 57| 66| 43| 50| 46| 04| 5| 46| 158
New-arrival households B7| 94| 31| 3L7| 20| 44| 208 1202 09| 209 ] @ 49| 416
Households with children 1435| 1380| 1326| 1377| 67| 1214] 1209| 41| 1195| 1140| 54| 45| 95| 205
Youth households 23| 21| 22| 26| 17| 18 18] 19 22| 36 14] 638 13| 591
lll. Economic characteristics
Economically active households 1937] 1812| 1695| 1749| 1733| 1643| 1587| 1630| 1e44| 1627 17| 10| 10| 160
Working households 1604| 1546| 1475| 1567| 1547| 1456| 1411| 1439| 51| 1446 05| 04| 57| 98
Unemployed households 34| 66| 20| 182 186 187 16| 1.01| 92| 181 12| 60| -153| 458
Economically inactive households 225| 241 293| 21| 2115| 83| 2336| 2493| 2554| 21| 168 65 505 280
V. Housing characteristics
Public rental housing 1878| 1879| 1839| 1889| 1660| 1558| 1573| 1505| 1583| 1663| 80| 50| 5| 114
Tenants in private housing 20| 01| 23| 23| 56| 74| 32| 36| M4| 28| 54| 158 78] 808
QOuner-occupiers 1811| 1828| 1779| 1768| 1760| 1808| 1878| 2092| 2064| 2094| 30| 14| 23] 156
- Wwith mortgages or loans 29| 27| 02| 191 199| 182| 172 04| 05| 20| 05| 22| 89| 299
- without mortgages and loans 1512| 1621| 1576| 1578| 1562| 1627| 1707| 1838| 1859| 1884| 25| 13| 32| 24

V. Age of household head

Household head aged hetween 18and 64 | 239.0| 2327| 2255| 2276| 2167| 2105| 2107| 2127| 2155| 2146 10| 05| -46| 103

Household head aged 65 and above 1662| 1703| 1724| 1745| 1675| 1715| 1809| 1992| 2015| 2182| 166 83| 50| 313
VI District Council districts
Central and Western 125 13| 17| 123 16| 126 133 120| 110 129 18] 167 03 26
Wan Chai 18] 86| 79| 84| 75| 96| 101| 103| 105 109 05 43 34 49
Eastem 00 28| 303| 300| 311 09| 33| 53| 1| 296 25 93 06 21
Southem 24| 17| wo| us5| 13| 10| 108 16| 133 125 08 63 01 08
Yau Tsim Mong 178 185 194| 210| 188| 193| 208 24| 208 20 24 116 52| 292
Sham Shui Po %8| 24| 216 65| 259| 56| 45| 54| 56| 261 05 9 1 25
Kowloon City 192 194 192| 194 181 209 83| 07| 27| 25 02| 07 33| 112
Wong Tai Sin 80| 00| 212| 99| 54| 48| 49| 42| 56| 53| 03] A1l 27| 497
Kwun Tong 88| 42| 427 435 46| 32| 95| 36| 419 480 61 146 42 95
Kwai Tsing B5| 31| 318| 319 26| 206| 279 302| 89| 291 02 06| 45| 133
Tsuen Wan 156 146 47| 153 150 138| 1.49| 169| 165 177 12 70 Ul 12
Tuen Mun 313 314 307| 300| 301 280 88| 301| 31| 317 06 20 04 13
Yuen Long 37| 382| 31| 383 310 326| 352| 38| 400| 384 16| 40 17 47
North 196 188 200| 190 171| 183| 163| 24| 20| u8 07 35 21 109
Tai Po 1550 147 10| 127| 14| 45| 142| 183| 176 164| 12| 69 08 55
ShaTin 04| 85| 288 298| 316| 300| 37| 46| 362| 307 34 95 93 306
SaiKung 165 152| 162| 164| 174| 57| 156| 206| 200 01| 09| 44 36| a5
Islands 100 90| 94| 73| 83| 70| 83| 93] 91 92 01 | 08 8
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Table A.3.2a: Poor population by selected household group, 2009-2018

. : No.of persons (000) 2018'compared 2018.compared
Atter policy intervention with 2017 with 2009
(euurentcash 009 | 2010 | a0tt | 2012 | o013 | a0ua | 2015 | omse | a0ug | oong |CENGE| %o [Change)
(000) [change| (000) |change
Overall 10434] 10306] 10054| 10178| 9722| 9621| 97L4| 9958| 10088| 10243| 155| 15| 91| 8
| Household size
1-person 58] 90| %4 82| 73| 695 767|894 912| 1021 108 120] 63| M7
2-person 918 011| 2014| 289| 2895| 3023 3092 3186 88| 4| 87| 26| 46| 156
3-person W3 m2| 1| 52| 2660| 232 16| 94| 26L1| 67| 156 60|  B5| 0
4-person 665| 2614| 2637| 2641| 2420| 283 2319| 268| 2480 219 61| 05| M| 167
5-person 83| 871| 84| 65| 45| 48| 73| 633 59| 608| 17| 29| 45| 288
6-person+ 7] 8| 3| 0| 88| 89| 85| W3] 07| B3| 46| 20| 64| 33
Il. Social characteristics
CSSA households 200 04| 2%9| 2356 58| 136| 1675 19| 1567| 1495 71| 45| 895 374
Elderly households 1688| 1806 1822| 1869| 1802| 184| 1961 2186| 2196 2408| 20| 96| 78| 426
Single-parent households 819| 837| 783 8L0| 70| 21| 40| 689 7L1| 01| L0 -l4| 18] 144
New-arrival households 150 1034] 01| 08| 92| 89| 730 655 713 698 15| 21| Hh2| Ml
Households with children 07| 4982| 472| 5005| 4553| 4381 435 476 403 97| 06| 49| 20| 24
Youth households 320 31] 36| 38| 31| 28] 27| 36| 39| 62| 23] 600] 29| %03
Ill. Economic characteristics
Economically active households 6342| 6006) 5688| 5843 5640| 5368| 506 525| 5| S| 89| 1] 25| A1
Working households 5433 5215| 5004| 5375| 57| 49L7| 4774|4152 4808| 46| B2 ALl 616 25
Unemployed households 09| 731 594| 468| 469| 51| 432 473 48| 41| 07| 15| M8 493
Economically inactive households 4002| 4300| 4366| 4335| 4082 4253| 4508| 4733 48L2| 5025 3| 44|  B4| 28
IV. Housing characteristics
Public rental housing 5100 5103| 457| 5189| 4603| 4382 433| 47| 47| 41| 94| 22| 89| 149
Tenants in private housing 507| 564 546 54| 7L8| 788| 84| 872 0| 79| 160| 14| 482|808
Owner-occupiers MB6| 4374| 4B7| 4109| 4075| 4098| 4184| 4574| 437| Me2| 85| 2| 26| 06
- With mortgages or loans 00| 640 624 59| 53| 55| 504| 56| 7| 53| 26| 46| 47| 2
- Without mortgages and loans 37| 34| 3633] 60| 92| 73| 80| 3088| 30| 399 81| 20| 2| 96
V. Age of household head
Household head aged between 18 and 64 | 7104| 6895| 6689| 6741| 632| 6089| 6074| 604| 6063| 602) 61| 10| -l99| 155
Household head aged 65 and above B2 3383| 3m3| 20| 38| 1| k27| 7| W7 405 28| 57| 84| 20
V. District Council districts
Central and Westem 68| 24| /4| J6| 47| 29| %1 B3| n9| m4| 36| 163] 14| 81
Wan Chai 157) 166 157 168 43| 12| 181 19| 198 06| 08| 41| 49| 313
Eastem 696) 693 7L6| 710| 77| 7L5|  T26| 576 605| 658 53| 87| 38] 55
Southem 34| 1| 21| 3| w0 w4 ar| 1| %7 A7) 40| 4] 27| 85
Yau Tsim Mong 07)  49) M1] 7| 42| 2| 41| 43| M0 1| 50| u5| 84| N6
Sham Shui Po 02| 683 677| 684| 64| 666 626 632 68| 67 21| 3] 84| 120
Kowdoon City 58] 452|464 43| 31| 500 54| 80| 518 19| 01| 02| 61| 132
Wong Tai Sin 73| 74| 05| 65| 665 673 666 625 663 625 37| 57| 98| 135
Kwun Tong 108 157| 1090 1163 1100| 1033| 1046 1002| 1093 1223| 10| 19| 16| 104
Kwai Tsing 06| 89| 6| 8719 793 80| 72| 87| wi| M| 08| 09 59| 75
TsuenWan 00 80| 33| 1| ;3| M6 Be| 42| 7| 40| 22| 56| 19| 48
Tuen Mun 88| 8L1| 787 5| 54| 03] 60| 03| 29| 6| 17| 24| 62| 76
Yuen Long 032 1037| 975| 37| 0| 6| 2| w8| 2| w9| 73| 73| 3| -log
North 536| 516 513 492| 48] 84| 6| 3| w3 4| 22| 42| 09 16
Tai Po 07) %1 US| 31| B4| 5| W8] H1| 9| 4| 25| 62| 24| 58
ShaTin 13| 6| 27| 64| 804 B3| e[ gs4| e8| w2| 55| 62| 19| 187
SaiKung 1] 09| 30| M8 47| 42| 43| 3| 04| 4| 40| 79| 7] 4
Islands 48| 7| 62| 192] 00| 168 96| 21| 6| 95 1] 1] 52| 2l
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Table A.3.3a: Poverty rate by selected household group, 2009-2018

, , 2018 compared | 2018 compared
. , Share in the corresponding group (%) : .
After policy intervention with 2017 with 2009
(ecuentcash 008 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | o0 | a0ty | aong | CPEN9€| % | Change ) %
(% point) | change | (% point) | change
Overall 160| 57| 152| 152 45| 43| 13| 47| W7 149 02 11
|. Household size
1-person 199 02| 03| 03| 174| 1.64] 13| 187 187 198 11 {1
2-person u3| 29| 84| 22| 00| 26| 26| 80| 281 B2 01 11
3-person 160| 153] 131] 40| 40| 32| 11| 139] B3I 140 09 20
4-person B3I 08| 10| 12| 1| u4] us| u7| 28| Us 13 16
5-person 1wyl 14| 16| us| 03| 06| w01 91| 87| ol 04 20
6-person+ il w4 109 97| 81| 91| 79| 78| 64| M 08 39
Il. Social characteristics
CSSA households 20 493) 507| 546 500| 444| 44| 42| 47| 459 02 31
Elderly households 59| 53| 55| 544| 490| 469| 470| 488| 476| 489 13 70
Single-parent households B5| 33| 7| 78| B8] 34| HY| M| U3 B0 07 05
New-arrival households B5| WG| 79| 69| 65| 4| 38| 01| 02| 25 21 10
Househalds with children 76| 12| 1] w8l 185 62| 10| 13| 158 1Bl 07 25
Youth households 42| 38| 44| 48 40| 38| 36| 47| 49] 79 30 37
lIl. Economic characteristics
Economically active households 108 02| 96| 98| 94| 89| 86| 87| 88 86 {2 22
Working households 94 91| 87| 91| 87| 83| 80| 80| 81| &0 01 14
Unemployed households 55| 731 43| 645 666) 685| 99| 698| 78| 705 13 50
Economically inactive households 622) 615 627| 6L2| 582| 576| 582| 592| 593| 598 05 24
IV. Housing characteristics
Public rental housing K7 55| u1| 52| 05| 4| a1l 01| 05| 08 03 49
Tenants in private housing 84| 73| 73| 69| 83| 88| 92| 92| 91| 102 11 18
QOwner-occupiers 23| 2| u7| us| u4| us| wr| 09| 09| w7 02 04
- With mortgages or loans 57 48] 44] 42| 45| ALl ALl 48] 47| 49 02 08
- Without mortgages and loans 72| 10| 163 158| 15| 156 B8] 71| wi| 187 04 05
V. Age of household head
Household head aged between 18 and 64 129 15| 10| 121 16| 12| 11| 12| 13| 12 {1 17
Household head aged 65 and ahove R4| N3 5| 06| u8| 22| 22| 2| 23| a1 04 47
V1. District Council districts
Central and Westem us| 19| 14| 14| ui| wo| 19| 00| 03| 120 17 02
Wan Chai 13| 18| 17| 124 09| 30| 18§ 07| 25| 129 04 16
Eastern 27| 1] 11 10| 12| 133] 18§ 13| 20| 130 10 03
Southern 25| 12| 109 18| u2| wi] 1w09| 11| 17| 19 18 06
Yau Tsim Mong 46| 148| 154 157 152 151] 155| 45| 43| 160 17 14
Sham Shui Po 020 197 190 188 186 182| 170| 168] 170| 166 04 36
Kowloon City 138 17| 137 131 16| 136 Bo| 08| 139 139 @ 01
Wong Tai Sin 79| 12| 174 187| 162| 64| 162| 54| 64| 156 08 23
Kwun Tong 194 198] 183 191| 17| 17| 168| 62| 12| 188 16 06
Kwai Tsing 184 183] 175 181| 163 169] B7| 164 152| 154 02 30
Tsuen Wan 15| 138] 134 130 131 121] 26| 135 135 143 08 {2
Tuen Mun 72| 12| 169] 159 161 49| 14| 153 159| 158 {1 14
Yuen Long 97| 195| 176] 186| 149 48] 160| 168] 167| 153 14 44
North 184| 16| 176 168| 150| 165 12| 187 15| 181 06 03
TaiPo 49| 131] 15| 11| 16| 129] 20| 160 44| 134 10 15
ShaTin 138 19| 4] 08| 12| 4] LI| 1B WO| 19 09 11
Sai Kung 20| 14| 05| 07| 13| 00| 97| 2| wr| w7 10 13
Islands 78| 16| 00| 13| 49| 125 13| 42| 139 13 16 55
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Table A.3.4a: Annual total poverty gap by selected household group, 2009-2018

2018 compared | 2018 compared
- . HK$Mn . :
After policy intervention with 2017 with 2009
feuentas) g | a0 | oot | oom2 | ooms | oome | o5 | o | ooy | g |CENOE| % | Change)
(HKSMn) [ change | (HKSMn) | change
Overall 127900| 128298| 137012| 148076| 150196| 158198| 181521 | 199370| 205762| 221679| 15017 77| 9370 73
|, Household size
1-person 1381| 14903| 15774| 18456| 18055| 20404| 23724| 27801| 25709| 27069 10| 53| 13138 43
2-person 48218 48719| 55633| 56851| 60424| 65202| 73165| 77680| 85696 92489| 6793 79| 442|918
3person 3355| 32679| 30131| 35451| 36671 37898| 42095| 50302| 48644| 5646| 7602|156 22290| 656
4-person 2305 23808| 26678| 27979| 26%9| 25287| 30978| 34245| 367L4| 36622 92| 02| 11| w2
5-person 563 6073| 6254| 6991| 6| 6832| 6089|6806 6683|7001 38| 48| 1538 281
6-person+ Wl 1915 42| 29| 36| s34 69| 25| Bl6| 252 640 28| 15| 12
Il. Social characteristics
CSSA households 19973| 20896 23031| 24979| 25028| 20126 21697| 19783| 21180| 2226| 16| 82| 253 148
Elderly households T8 30735| 3314| 37190| 3638| 3%077| 47502| 55548| 55698 6277|  6479|  116| 34961| 1285
Single-parent households 8302 8004| 8838| 9B7L| 10400| 9951| L1655| 10884| 11420| L2637| LL7| 07| 45| 508
New-arrival households 1420 10219] 1195| 12764| 11509| 10351| 10126] 9374| 10867| 10800 B3| 22| 619 54
Households with chidren 48814 4760| 49162| 54353| 51962| 51814| 597L4| 61491| 64176 65268| 1092| 17| 1665| K7
Youth households 58 661  771) 816 80|  626) %8| 93| 1060| 10| 520 491| 1012 1782
IIl. Economic characteristics
Economically active households 59722| 53078 53626| 58002 59120| 57941| 63476| 70389| 73806| 78676 4870 66 185 317
Working households 42504 40052| 41400| 47206| 47445 45923| 50964| 5%500| 59167 63686 4520 76| 21092 495
Unemployed households 127| 13926| 12134| 10796| 11675| 12018] 12501| 14889| 14640| 14990 B[ 24| 37| 25
Economically inactive households 68178 74320| 83B7| 90074| 91076] 10057 1L8045| 128981| 131956| 143003| LI047| 84| 74825| 1097
V. Housing characteristics
Public rental housing 43005| 440L7| 47314| 51389| 48632 46950| 53370| 53546| 57636 65743 8107 11| 22%8| 515
Tenants in private housing 6104 5591|6150 7607| O455| 10890| 13123| 15429 15015| 19364| 39| a7| 1364|273
Qwner-occupiers 7389 73124| 77402| 82867| 85003 92320| 107482| 121098| 121070| 127490|  5K20| 45| 5401|742
- With mortgages or loans 1008  7362|  T961| 8493 9081| 98| 10980| 12006| 12505| 14532 27| 62| 35| 32
- ithout mortgages and loans 62081 65772| 6940| 74374| 75023 82972| 96902| 109091| 109465 112958|  392| 32| 50676 814
V. Age of household head
Household head aged between 18 and 64 | 79442| 76720] 8150| 867L7) 893%3| 90578| 102377| 11,0006 102165| 118976|  68LL| 61| 39534 498
Household head aged 65 and ahove 48073| 51056| 55019| 60979| 60530 67256| 78663| 89068| 91907| 10380| 73| 103 5307| 1109
V. District Council districts
Central and Westem 40| 53| 51| 6119 6u7s|  6782| 7278| 95| 64| e2|  1577|  BI| 82| 569
Wan Chai 53| 4138]  349| 439| 440| 4884] 6233| 6683|6325 754 149 61| 42| 132
Eastem 10365 10615) 11504| 12562| 1325| 14271] 15781| 14%0| 14469| 17388 2919 202 7023 678
Southem 69| BB0| 4410 4574 4330| 4801] 5490|5680 6767|6405  %62| 53| 86| 622
Yau Tsim Mong 6603 65¢0| 7358| e8| 76| 86T5| 10778| 11653 11105| 12246| 141|  103| 5643|855
Sham Shui Po 1905 81| 607|984 %912| 10398] 10047| 11492 17%81| 1a040| /9| 22| 4045|506
Kowloon City 6907| Ts04| 7505|189 8349| 9573| 11731| 10%65| 1265| 11043 21| 48| 46| 707
Wong Tai Sin 81| T7L9| 8063|9163 47| ee5| 971| 10052 11608| 1i715| 08| 09| 34| 487
Kwun Tong 11557| 11867| 11804| 14077| 13%66| 13107| 15697| 15830| L7807| 21358 35| 199 9801|848
Kwai Tsing 8928 9226| 9182| 10267| 9808| 10554| 11537| 12009 1284| 13210 1026| 84| 42| 480
Tsuen Wan 5084 4936 5128 6155| 6018| 6420| 7541|8981 6334| 9987| 1653| 198|403 %4
Tuen Mun W63|  w24| 1097| 1024 10m3| 10762| 1235| 13476| 14931| 14897 34| 02| 54| edd
Yuen Long 1181| 11945) 1254| 13379] 11707| 12608| 15585| 188L0| 19007| 19111 103 05| 7830 694
North 6107| 622 60| 6407|6108 8190| 78e1| 10707| 9728| 11637| 1909| 196|530 06
TaiPo 536 4578 5190 5122| 50| 6219| 768| 26| 4| &0 71| 52| 334|517
ShaTin 38| 8802| 9795| 10984 12809| 1062| 15088| 16730 17947| 19%45| 1997| 111| 10507| 1113
Sai Kung 532 4865| S8L7| 5636 6903| T068|  75T2| 10%07| 11234| 10824  410| 36| 5692|1069
Islands 300 53| 00| 258|318 70| 4M48| 406| aee| 4607  121| 27| w7 w4
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Table A.3.5a: Monthly average poverty gap by selected household group, 2009-

2018
HKS 2018'compared 2018.compared
After policy intervention with 2017 with 2009
ecurtent cash) 009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2007 | o1 {219 % |Change) %
(HK$) |change| (HK$) |change
Overall 2600 2600 2900| 3100{ 3300| 3400| 3900| 4000| 4200 4200] 00| 40| 1600| 619
| Household size
L-person 1500| 1600 1600| 1800 2100 2400 2600| 2600| 2300 2200| 100 60| 00| 442
2-person 2800 2800 3200 3300{ 3500| 3600| 3900| 4100| 4300| 4g00| 20| 52| 1800| 659
3-person 3000| 3000 300 3300 3400| 3700 4300| 4700| 4700| 5100] 40| 91| 2100| 690
4-person 3000| 3000 3400 3500 3600| 3700 4500 5000| 4900| 5500  600| 115 2500 840
5-person 2700 2900 3000 3400 3700 3800| 4600| 4500 4700 4800 00| 18] 2100] 799
6-person+ 3000 2900 3200 3500 3800 3900 4700 4700| 5700 4600 -1100| 190 1600 544
Il. Social characteristics
CSSA households 1600| 1600 1800 2000{ 2500 2500| 2800| 2800| 2800| 3300| 500 164| L700| 1073
Elderly households 2000 2200] 2400 2600 2700| 3000| 3200| 3300| 3300| 3300 @ @ 130| 605
Single-parent households 2400 2500 2700 2900 3300| 3200| 3700| 3700| 3800| 4300 50| 123 1900 788
New-arrival households 2700 2900| 3000| 3400 3400| 3500| 3900| 4100| 420| 4300| 00| 20| 1600 618
Households with children 2800 2900| 300 3300 3400| 3600 4100 4500| 4500 4800 00| 65| 1900 683
Youth households 2100 2600 2900| 2600 2800| 3000 4500 4000| 4000 3600| -400| 90| 1§00 750
lll. Economic characteristics
Economically active househalds 2600 2500 2600| 2800 2800 2900 3300 3600 3700 4000| 30| 77| 1500 568
Working households 2200 2200] 2300 2500{ 2600| 2600| 3000 3200| 3400| 3700| 00| 80| 1500| 657
Unemployed households 4300| 4400) 4600| 4900| 5200| 5400 5900| 6500 6300| 690 60| 90| 2600| 616
Economically inactive households 2700 2800 3000| 3300 3600| 3800| 4200| 4300| 4300| 4400| 20| 17| L700| 639
V. Housing characteristics
Public rental housing 1900| 2000 200 2300 2400| 2500| 2800| 2900| 3000 3300 00| 86| L400| 7L
Tenants in private housing 2300 2300 2400 3000 300 3300 3500 4100 3800 400 20| 51| 1700 756
Owner-occupiers 3400 3300 3600 3900 4000| 4300 4800| 4800| 4800| 500 20| 30| 1700| 507
-with mortgages or loans 3000 3000 3300 3700 3800| 4300| 500 400| 500 5800 00| 137| 2700] 900
- ithout mortgages and loans 3400| 3400 3700| 3900 4100 4300| 4700| 4800| 4900| 5000 00| 18] 1600| 455

V. Age of household head

Household head aged between 18 and 64 2800 2700 3000 3200 3400| 3600| 4000| 4300| 4300| 4600 300 66 1900 66.9

Household head aged 65 and above 2400| 2500 2700 2900| 3000 3300| 3600 3700 3800 3900| 100 19 1500|606
VI, District Council districts
Central and Westem 3500| 3600| 4100 4100 4400| 4500| 4600 5200{ 5000 5300 300 61 180 529
Wan Chai 3900 4000 4100| 4400 4500| 4200 5100 5400| 5200{ 580| 600 113| 1800 472
Easten 3000{ 3000{ 3200| 3500 3700| 4000 4200{ 4700| 4400{ 4900| 400 100| 1900 643
Souther 2700 2500 3300| 3300 3200| 3600 4200 4100 4200 4300 @ @ 1600{ 610
Yau Tsim Mong 3100] 2900 3200| 3400 3500| 3700 4300 4500| 4500 4400| 00| 12| 1300 435
Sham Shui Po 2500 2500 2600 2900 3200| 3400| 3400 3800| 3800| 3800 @ @ 1400 545
Kowloon City 3000 3200{ 3300| 3500 3800| 3800| 4200{ 4300| 4500 4400| 100  -L1| 1400 456
Wong Tai Sin 2300| 2100| 2500 2600 2800| 3000| 3300| 3500 3800 3900| 100 21| 1500|646
Kwun Tong 2200| 2200| 2300 2700 2700| 2800| 3400| 3500 3500 3700| 200 470 1500 688
Kwai Tsing 2200| 2300| 2400 2700 2900| 3000 3500| 3400( 3500 3800 300 78 1600 706
Tsuen Wan 2700 2800 2900| 3400 3300| 3900 4200 4400| 4200{ 4700| 50| 120| 2000] 735
Tuen Mun 2400 2500 2800| 2800 3000| 3200 3500 3700| 4000{ 39%00| 00| 22| 1500 622
Yuen Long 2600 2600 2900| 2900 3200| 3200 3700 3900| 4000 4100| 200 48] 1600|619
North 2600 2800 2800| 2800 3000| 3700 4000| 3800| 3900 4500| 600 156| 1900 718
Tai Po 2900 2600 3100| 3400( 3400| 3600| 4200{ 4100| 4300 4400| 100 18] 1400 495
Sha Tin 2600| 2600| 2800 3100 3400| 3300| 3800| 4000 4100 4200( 100 15 1600 618
SaiKung 2600| 2700| 3000| 3000{ 3300 3700| 4000 4100 4500| 4500 @ @ 1%00| 702
Islands 2700| 2500| 3000 3100 3400| 3500| 4200 4500 4100 4200{ 100 16| 1500|567
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Table A.3.1b: Poor households by selected household group, 2009-2018 (with the
2018 comparison of pre- and post-intervention poverty indicators)

o , No. of households ('000) 2018
After policy intervention
EAETE) 009 | 200 | 2011 | 2012 | 2018 | aose | 20ts | 2ous | oy | o | CTEVE |
(000) | change
Overall 4063| 4053| 3988| 4030| 3848 3826 3924| 4124| 4198| 4348 1781 291
|. Household size
1-person 58| 90| 84| 82| 713|695 767| 894|912 1021 863 458
2-person 59| UB6| MBT| 1414| 14T| 1512| 1546| 1503| 1644| 1687 335 166
3-person 1| 94| 814 884| 87| 44| 839 898| 80| 92 240 207
4-person 666 654) 659 660 605 571| 50| 567| 60| 555 203 28
5-person vl u4| w3l 3| 19| 50| w1| 7| us| 12 97 43
6-persont 68| 56| 61| 56| 46| 55| 45| 45| 34| 4l 43 511
Il. Social characteristics
CSSA households 1049| 1061 1073 1027 849| 665 644| 594| 623 581 963 624
Elderly households 1089 1160| 82| 1206| 1128] 1124] 1229 1401| 1309| 1550 862 357
Single-parent households 02| V9| 74| W5| 65| BI| 66| 43| B0 ub 93 213
New-arrival households BI04 31| 37| 80| 44| 18| 12| 09| 09 46 180
Households with children 435 1380| 1326| 1377| 167| 1214| 109| 41| 1195 1140 384 252
Youth households 23 21| 22] 28| w7| 18] 18] 19] 22| 36 04 108
Ill. Economic characteristics
Economically active households 1937| 1812| 1695| 1749| 1733| 1643| 1587| 1630| 1644| 1627 703 302
Working households 1604| 1546| 75| 1567| 1547| 1456| 1401| 1439| 1451| 1446 678 319
Unemployed households 84| 26| 20| 12| 18] 187 s 101 12| 181 25 123
Economically inactive households 225 41| 293| 81| 15| 2183| 2336| 2493| 2%54| 21 1078 284
V. Housing characteristics
Public rental housing 1878| 1879| 1839| 1889| 1660| 1558| 1573| 1525| 1583| 1663 1336 446
Tenants in private housing 200 01| 13| A3 56| 74| 32| 36| %4 398 176 306
QOwner-occupiers 1811] 1828| 1779| 1768| 1760 1808| 1878| 2002| 2064| 2094 245 105
- vith mortgages or loans 29 07] 02| 191 199 182 12| 04| 05| 20 21 91
- without mortgages and loans 1512| 1621 1576| 1578| 162| 1627| 1707| 1888| 1859| 1884 24 106
V. Age of household head
Household head aged between 18 and 64 91| 2327| 255 218| 267| 05| 07| 227| 255| 2146 676 239
Household head aged 65 and ahove 1662| 1703| 1724| 1745| 1675| 1715| 1809 1992| 2015| 2182 -1105 336
V1. District Council districts
Central and Western 5| 23] wr| 13| 16| 6| 133] 0| 10| 129 20 135
Wan Chai 76|  86] 79| 84| 75| 96| 101 03] 105 109 11 49
Eastemn 200 298] 03] 30| 311 29| 33| 53] a1 26 45 24
Southern 4| u7| w0l us| u3| ol w08 usl B3] 105 51 21
Yau Tsim Mong 78| 185 194| 20| 188 193] 08| 24| 06| 20 50 179
Sham Shui Po %8 214 216 265 59| 56| 45| B4 56| 61 138 347
Kowloon City 92| 194 192 194 11| 09| 23] 07| 27| 25 101 310
Wong Tai Sin 800 00| 22| 29| 54| 8| 49| 2| BE| 253 156 31
Kwun Tong 838 42| 47| 45| 46| 22| 05| 36| 49| 40 51 344
Kwal Tsing 85| B4 u8| 39| 86| 26| 79| 02| 89| 21 175 376
Tsuen Wan 56| 146 47| 153] 10| 138 49| 169 15| 17 51 24
Tuen Mun 33| 34| 07| 00| 01| 80| 288 0L 31| 37 134 297
Yuen Long %7| 32| 1| 33| 30| 26| B/2| 08 400| 34 165 301
North 96| 188] 00| 190 11| 183 163] 24| 20| 28 78 264
TaiPo 55| 47| 10| 7| 44| 45| 42| 183] 176 164 53 244
ShaTin 04| 85| 28] 298| 36| 00| 7| 46| B2 397 144 267
Sai Kung 65| 152| 162| 164| 14| 57| 56| 26| 20| 201 72 265
Islands 00 90| 94| 73| 83| 70| 83| 93] a1 92 44 32
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Table A.3.2b: Poor population by selected household group, 2009-2018 (with the
2018 comparison of pre- and post-intervention poverty indicators)

After policy intervention LSULEEIRL) 2018
(ecurrent cash) o009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 20ua | 205 | 2016 | o017 | owns | TROGE | %
(000) | change
Overall 10434| 10306| 10054 10178| 9722| 9621| 9714| 9958| 10088| 10243 3822 212
|. Household size
1-person 58| 790 84| 82| 713|695 767| 894| 912| 1021 863 458
2-person 2918| 2911| 2914| 2029| 2895| 3023| 3002| 3186| 388| 3374 671 166
3-person 2823 2m2| 21| 2652| 2660| 2532 516| 2694| 26L1| 2767 1 207
4-person 65| 2614| 2637| 2641| 2420| 2083 2319 2268| 2480| 2219 812 28
5-person 83| 871| 84| 85| 7A5| 48| 36| 633 501 608 484 43
6-persont 07| 8| 3| B0| 88| B9 85| 83| 01| 53 212 518
Il. Social characteristics
CSSA households 200| 2404| 2389| 2%6| 2058| 1736| 1675| 1529| 1567| 1495 1630 521
Elderly households 1688| 1806| 1822| 1869 1802 1824| 1961| 2186| 2196| 2406 1045 303
Single-parent households 819| 87| 83| 80| 7TA0| 1| 70| 689 71| ol 262 212
New-arrival households 150 1034 01| 08| 92| 839| 730 55| 713 698 174 199
Households with children 07| 4982| 4872| 5005| 4553| 4381 4335 4076| 4203| 3997 155 280
Youth households 32| 31| 36| 38| 31| 26| 27| 38| 39| 62 18 21
Ill. Economic characteristics
Economically active households 6342| 6006| 5688| 5843| 5640| 5368 506| 5225 5276| 527 2443 319
Working households 5433| 5275| 5094| 5375| 5171| A9LT| AT74| 4152| 4808| 4756 219 33
Unemployed households 09| 731 54| 48| 49| 41| 42| 413 468 46l 64 122
Economically inactive households 4092| 4300| 4366| 4335| 4082| 453| 4508 4733| 4812| 5025 1379 215
V. Housing characteristics
Public rental housing 5100| 5103| 4957| 5189| 4603| 4382| 4363| 4147| do47| 4341 2131 386
Tenants in private housing 57| 564 546 54| 7TL8|  788| 864| 872 90| 1079 404 212
QOwner-occupiers M56| 4374| 457| 4129| 75| 4098 4184| 45T4| 4537| 4482 640 125
- with mortgages or loans 00| 640 624 59| 583 525 04| 86| 57| 583 66 101
- ithout mortgages and loans 357 3134 3633 60| 3492| /73| 3680 3988] 3080| 3899 574 128
V. Age of household head
Household head aged hetween 18 and 64 701| 6895| 6689| 6741| 6352| 6089| 6074| 6104] 6063| 6002 2004 25
Household head aged 65 and above B12| 3383| 3343| 20| 38| /24| 27| 347| 3077| 4205 1816 302
V1. District Council districts
Central and Western 68 14| x4 K6 47| 29| 61| B3| A9Y| B4 45 149
Wan Chai 57| 166| 157 168 143 172 181 199 198| 206 21 91
Eastemn 696 693 716 7L0| 7L7| 7L 6| S16| 605|658 182 218
Southern 4| 1| 21| 93] 80| w4l a1l w1l 1| w7 108 210
Yau Tsim Mong 07 49| M| 47| w2 M2 1| 63| 40| 41 113 187
Sham Shui Po 02| 683 677| 684| 674| 666| 626| 632| 638 6L7 211 305
Kowloon City 58| 452| 464|453 431 00| 4| 480 58| 519 203 281
Wong Tai Sin 723| 74| 05| 765 665 673 666| 625 663| 625 340 352
Kwun Tong 08| 57| 1090 1163| 1100| 1033| 1046 1002| 1083| 1223 535 304
Kwai Tsing 06| 89| 856 79| 73| 80| w2l 87| l| w7 311 332
Tsuen Wan 400 30| 33| 1| 33| 6| J/Y| 402 7| 420 110 207
Tuen Mun 808 81| 787 45| 54| 03| 690 703 29| 46 289 219
Yuen Long 1032 1037 975| 1037| 840| 846| 932 978 92| 919 374 289
North 536| 516|513 492| 438| ds4| w6 B3| 53| 544 173 241
TaiPo 07| 31| 5| 31| 34| 35| U8 &Il 49| B4 417 234
ShaTin 03| 56| 27| 64| 804 R3] 87| 854|887 942 321 254
Sai Kung 1) 09| 40| M8 47| M2 43| 53| 504| 464 149 Y
Islands u8| 47| 22| 192| 00| 168] 196] 01| 06| 195 105 3.0
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Table A.3.3b: Poverty rate by selected household group, 2009-2018 (with the 2018
comparison of pre- and post-intervention poverty indicators)

Afer policy ntevention Sharein the corresponding group (%) 2018
EInTEGas) o009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 20ua | a0ns | 206 | 017 | oong | CPEN9E | %
(%point) | change
Overall 60| 17| 152 12| 45| 43| 43| 47| 17| 149 55
|. Household size
1-person 199 02| 03] 03| 14| 64| 73] 87| 187] 198 167
2-person U3 89| 24| 22| 20| 26| w6 80| B W2 47
3-person 60| 153] 131| 10| 10| 132] 131] 139] 131 140 37
4-person 131 18| 10| 12| 1| w4l us| ur| 18] us 43
5-person w1l u4| ue| ue| 03] 06| 01| 91| 87| ol 12
6-persont wil w1 w09 97| 8l 91| 79| 78| 64| 12 a1
Il. Social characteristics
CSSA households 40| 493 507| 546|500 444| M4 2| 45T 49 500
Elderly households 59| 563 555 544 490 49| 40| 88| 416] 489 213
Single-parent households B5| 3| 37| 38| 368 34| B/B| 4| U3 B 131
New-arrival households 85| 36| 9| 39| 35| R4 8| NI 02| w5 69
Households with children 76| 72| w1l 18| 185 62| 60| 153 158 151 59
Youth households 42| 38| 44| 48 40| 38] 36| 47| 49| 79 24
Ill. Economic characteristics
Economically active households 108) 02| 96| 98] 94| 89| 86| 87| 88| 86 41
Working households 94| 91| 87| 91| 87| 83| 80| 80| 81| 80 39
Unemployed households 75| 731 743|645 666 685 699| 698 78| 705 98
Economically inactive households 622| 615 627| 6L2| 582 576| 82| 502| 593| 598 164
V. Housing characteristics
Public rental housing B1| 55| u7| B2l 25| A4 ALl 01 05| 208 131
Tenants in private housing 84| 73| 73| 69| 83| 88| 92| 92| 91| 102 38
QOwner-occupiers 23| 2| wr| us| w4 us| ur| 09| 9| w01 19
- vith mortgages or loans 57| 46| 44| 42| 45| 41| 4L] 48| 47| 49 06
- ithout mortgages and loans 72| w0l 163| 158 155| 156| 158) 11| 171 167 25
V. Age of household head
Household head aged hetween 18 and 64 29 5| wo| 1] us| w2 ull w2 u3| 12 37
Household head aged 65 and ahove R4\ 03| 35| N8| 28| 22| 2| W2 a3] a7 120
V1. District Council districts
Central and Western 18| 19| 14| 4] ull wo| 19| 20| 03] 1220 21
Wan Chai 13| 18| 17| 14| 108 10| 16 27| 15| 19 13
Eastemn 27| 7| 1Bl 10| 12| 13| 16| u3| 10| 130 36
Southern 25| 12| w09 us| u2| wil 1w w1l B7] U9 44
Yau Tsim Mong 6| 148 154 57| 12| 51| 55| 15| 13| 160 37
Sham Shui Po 02| 197| 190| 188 186 182| 170| 168| 170| 166 73
Kowloon City B38| 17| 17| 131] 16| 136 k0| 128 139] 139 54
Wong Tai Sin 79| 92| w4| 187 162| 64| 162 154| 64| 156 84
Kwun Tong 194 198 183 91| 17| 67| 168 162 172 188 42
Kwal Tsing 184 183] w5 181 163| 169 57| 164| 152 154 76
Tsuen Wan 5| 138] 134 130 11| 121 16| 15| 135] 143 38
Tuen Mun 72| w2 169 19| 161| 149| 44| 153| 159| 158 6.1
Yuen Long 97| 195| 16| 186 149| 48| 160| 168 167| 153 62
North 84| 16| 16| 168 150| 165 42| 187| 175 181 58
TaiPo 9| 131] 5| il 0§ 09| 20| 60| 44| 134 41
ShaTin 138] 129] 4| L8| 132 04| 07| 139] 40| 19 50
Sai Kung 20| w01 w05 w7 13 00| 97| 2| 17| 107 35
Islands 78| 6| 00| W3] 19| 15| 43| 42| 139] 123 67
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Table A.3.4b: Annual total poverty gap by selected household group, 2009-2018
(with the 2018 comparison of pre- and post-intervention poverty

indicators)
After policy intervention Ll 208
(CAEIER) 0 | 2010 | 20m1 | 2otz | 2013 | o | aoss | s | 20w | oo | TEVOE | K
(HK$Mn) | change
Overall 127900 | 128298 13,7012 | 148076 | 150196 | 158198 | 181521 | 199370| 205762 | 22,1679| 221476 500
|. Household size
L-person 13031| 14903| 15774| 18456| 18055| 20404| 23724| 27801| 25709| 27069 52367 659
2-person 48218| 48719 55833| 56851| 60424| 65202| 73165| 77680| 85696 92489| 80697 466
3-person 33955 32879 30131| 35451| 3667.| 37898| 42995| 50302| 48644 56246| 4155 45
4-person 23905 23808 26678| 27979| 26359| 2527| 30978| 34245| 367L4| 38622| 30050 451
5-person 5463| 6073| 6254| 6991| 65| 6832| 8089| 6806| 6683| 700| L1240 616
6-person+ M7 1915|  2342| 2M9| 2136] 2834| 2%69| 2535 2316| 52| 5566 712
Il. Social characteristics
CSSA households 19973| 20896| 23031 24979| 25428| 20126| 21697| 19783| 21180| 2926| -118533 838
Elderly households 27216| 30735 33414| 37190| 36328| 3997.7| 47502| 55548| 55698| 62177| 92159 597
Single-parent households 8392| 8904| 8838| 9871| L10400| 9951| 11655| 10884| 11420| 12637 25297 6.7
New-arival households L0420] 10209| 11195] 12764] L1509 10351| 10126| 9374| 10%67| L0800| 9232 4.1
Households with children 48814| 47040| 49162 54353| 51962| 518L4| 59714| 61491| 64176| 65268| -7067 518
Youth households %8| 661|771 8L6| 580 626 968 931| 1060| 1580 569 265
lIl. Economic characteristics
Economically active households 50722| 53978] 53626| 58002| 59120| 57941| 63476| 70389| 73806| 78676] 62544 43
Working households 42504| 40052) 41491| 47206| 47445| 45923| 50964| 55500 59167| 63686| 54579 461
Unemployed households L7127| 13926| 12134 10796 11675| 12008| 12501| 14889| 14640| 14990|  -T965 47
Economicaly inactive households 68178| 74320 83387| 90074| 91076| 100257| 118045| 128981| 131956 | 143003| -15893.1 526
V. Housing characteristics
Public rental housing 43405 440L7| 47304 51389| 48632| 46950| 53370| 53546| 57636| 65743| -1453%9 689
Tenants in private housing 6104| 5591| 6150| 7607| 9455| 10800| 13123| 15429| 15915 19364| 2307 545
Owner-occupiers 73189| 73124 77402| 82867| 85003| 92320 107482| 121098| 121970 127490| 48101 204
- with mortgages or loans 10908| 7352 791 8493| 9081| 98| L0%80| 12006| 12505| 14532 2347 139
- Without mortgages and loans 62081 65772| 6940| 74374| 75923| 82972| 96902| 10809 | 100465 | 112958 | 45764 288

V. Age of household head

Household head aged between 18 and 64 T942| 76720 81560| 867LT| 89363| 90578| 102377 11,0008] 112165| 118976| -940L3 441

Household head aged 65 and above 48073| 51056| 55019| 60979| 60530| 67256| 78663| 89068| 91907| 101380| -12,7187 556
VI, District Council districts
Central and Westem 5240 5%3| 5771| 6119| 6175 6782| 72718| 7495 6645 8222 3380 291
Wan Chai 63| 4138| 3849|4439 4040| 4884| 6233| 6683| 6525 7574|2080 215
Eastem 10365| 10615| 11504| 12562| 13925| 14271| 15781 14380| 14469| 17388 -1,1439 397
Southem 3049| 350| 4410| 4574 4330| 4801| 5490| 5680| 6767| 6405| 5040 481
Yau Tsim Mong 6603| 6540| 7358| 8a48| 7856| 8675| 10778| 11653| 11105| 12246 8200 401
Sham Shui Po 7995| 8361| 8707| 9284 9912| 10398| 10047| 11492 11781[ 12040| 14903 553
Kowloon City 6997| 7504| 7505| 8189| 8349| 9573| L1731| 10565| 12165( 11943|  -1,0801 475
Wong Tai Sin 84| 9| 8063| 9163 8647| 8845| 9771| 10052| 11608| 11715 16318 582
Kwun Tong 10557 11867| 11894| 14077 13%56| 131L7| 15897 15830| 17807| 21358| -31925 599
Kwai Tsing 8928| 9226| 9182| 10267 9808| 10%54| 11537| 12209| 12184| 13210| -19828 600
Tsuen Wan 5084| 4936| 5128| 6155| 6018| 6420 7541| 8981| 8334| 9987| 6522 395
Tuen Mun 063| 9424| 10197| 10224 10773| 10762| 12035 13476| 14931( 14897| 17362 538
Yuen Long 11281 | 11945| 12454| 13379| 11707| 12608| 15585| 18810| 19007| 19101 22369 539
North 6107 622| 6790 6497| 6108 8190 7861| 10707| 9728| 11637| -1,03L0 470
Tai Po 5436| 4578| 5190| 5122 5870| 6219| 7168| 9026| 9041| 8570| 6653 47
Sha Tin 38| 8802| 9795| 10984 12809| 12062| 15068| 16730 17947( 19945| 19229 491
Sai Kung 5232| 4865| 58L7| 5836 6903| 7068| 7572| 10507 11234| 10824| 6788 448
Islands 390| 2653| 3400| 2758 38| 2970| 4148| 4996| 4486| 4607| 5428 541
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Table A.3.5b: Monthly average poverty gap by selected household group, 2009-
2018 (with the 2018 comparison of pre- and post-intervention
poverty indicators)

After policy intervention i 2018
(ecurrent cash) o009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 20ua | 2015 | 2016 | 017 | ons | PRO9E | %
(HK$) | change
Overall 2600( 2600 2900 3100| 3300| 3400| 3900 4000| 4100{ 4200 -1,800 295
|. Household size
1-person 1500 1600| 1600| 1800 2100{ 2400 2600 2600 2300 2200 1,300 371
2-person 2800 2800| 3200 3300| 3500{ 3600 3900 4100 4300 4600 2600 360
3-person 30000 3000 3200 3300| 3400| 3700| 4300| 4700| 4700 5100 -1,900 205
4-person 30000 3000 3400 3500| 3600| 3700| 4500 5000| 4900 5500 -1,800 250
5-person 2700 2900 3000| 3400 3700 3800 4600 4500 4700 4800 2200 310
f-persont 30000 2900 3200 3500| 3800| 3900 4700| 4700 5700 4600 3,200 410
Il. Social characteristics
CSSA households 1600| 1600| 1800 2000| 2500 2500 2800 2800 2800 3300 4300 569
Elderly households 2100 2200| 2400| 2600| 2700{ 3000| 3200{ 3300 3300 3300 2000 3713
Single-parent households 2400| 2500| 2700| 2900 3300{ 3200{ 3700] 3700 3800 4300 5,100 542
Newarrival households 2700 2900| 3000| 3400| 3400 3500 3900 4100( 4200 4300 2200 342
Households with children 2800 2900| 3100| 3300| 3400 3600 4100| 4500 4500 4800 2600 356
Youth households 2100| 2600| 2900 2600| 2800 3000 4500 4000( 4000 3600 800 175
lll. Economic characteristics
Economically active households 2600 2500 2600 2800| 2800 2900 3300 3600 3700 4000 -1,000 202
Working households 22001 2200| 2300| 2500| 2600{ 2600 3000] 3200{ 3400 3700 -1,000 209
Unemployed households 43001 4400 4600 4900| 5200| 5400| 5900| 6500 6300 6900 2400 255
Economically inactive households 2700] 2800 3000] 3300| 3600 3800 4200 4300 4300 4400 2,200 339
V. Housing characteristics
Public rental housing 1900| 2000| 2100| 2300| 2400 2500 2800 2900 3000 3300 -2600 438
Tenants in private housing 2300 2300| 2400| 3000| 3100{ 3300 3500 4100( 3900 4100 2100 345
Qwner-occupiers 34000 3300 3600 3900| 4000| 4300| 4800 4800 4900 5100 1,200 189
- with mortgages or loans 30000 3000 3300 3700 3800| 4300| 5100| 4900 5100{ 5800 300 53
- ithout mortgages and loans 34000 3400 3700 3900| 4100| 4300| 4700 4800 4900 5000 1,300 204
V. Age of household head
Household head aged between 18 and 64 28000 2700 3000] 3200| 3400 3600 4000 4300 4300 4600 -1,700 265
Household head aged 65 and ahove 2400| 2500| 2700| 2900 3000{ 3300 3600 3700 3800 3900 -1,900 332
VI District Council districts
Central and Westem 35000 3600 4200 4100| 4400| 4500| 4600 5200 5000{ 5300 1,200 181
Wan Chai 39000 4000 4200 4400| 4500| 4200 5100| 5400| 5200 5800 900 139
Eastern 30000 3000 3200 3500| 3700| 4000| 4200 4700 4400 4900 -1,400 23
Southern 2700 2500| 3300| 3300| 3200{ 3600 4200{ 4100] 4200] 4300 -1,600 268
Yau Tsim Mong 31000 2900 3200 3400| 3500| 3700| 4300| 4500 4500 4400 1600 271
Sham Shui Po 2500 2500| 2600| 2900 3200{ 3400 3400 3800 3800| 3800 1800 316
Kowloon City 30000 32000 3300 3500| 3800| 3800\ 420 4300| 4500 4400 21,400 29
Wong Tai Sin 2300 2100| 2500| 2600| 2800 3000{ 3300 3500 3800 3900 -1,900 325
Kwun Tong 22001 2200) 2300| 2700| 2700{ 2800 3400 3500 3500 3700 2400 389
Kwai Tsing 2200 2300| 2400| 2700| 2900 3000 3500 3400 3500 3800 2100 360
Tsuen Wan 2700 2800| 2900 3400 3300 3900 4200{ 4400 4200 4700 1,300 20
Tuen Mun 2400| 2500| 2800| 2800 3000{ 3200{ 3500 3700 4000| 3900 2,000 343
Yuen Long 2600| 2600| 2900| 2900 3200{ 3200{ 3700] 3900 4000 4100 2100 341
North 2600| 2800| 2800| 2800 3000{ 3700 4000{ 3800 3900 4500 1,700 20
TaiPo 2000| 2600| 3100| 3400 3400 3600 4200{ 4100 4300 4400 -1500 256
ShaTin 2600| 2600| 2800 3100| 3400 3300 3800 4000 4200 4200 -1,800 306
Sai Kung 2600 2700| 3000| 3000| 3300{ 3700 4000| 4100 4500 4500 1,500 249
Islands 2700 2500| 3000| 3100| 3400 3500 4200{ 4500 4200 4200 2,000 323
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Table A.3.6: Socio-economic characteristics of poor households by selected
household group, 2018 (1)

After policy intervention CSSA Elderly  [Single-parent| New-arrival | Households Youth All poor All
(recurrent cash) households | households | households | households |with children | households | households | households
(A) Poverty indicators
I Poor households ('000) 58.1 1550 246 209 1140 36 4348
1. Poor population ('000) 1495 2406 701 69.8 399.7 6.2 10243
I11. Poverty rate (%) {45.9%) {48.9%} {35.0%) {215%) {15.1%} {7.9%) {14.9%}
Children aged under 18 {56.6%} {39.0%} {34.6%} {16.8%} {16.8%)
Youth aged between 18 and 29 {47.2%} {33.7%} {18.9%} {15.2%) {7.9%) {9.3%)
People aged between 18 and 64 {45.1%} {32.4%} {24.0%} {13.4%) {7.9%) {105%}
Elders aged 65+ {39.0%) {48.9%} {25.8%) {30.1%) {209%} {30.9%}
IV. Poverty gap
Annual total gap (HK$Mn) 22926 6,217.7 1,2637 1,080.0 6,526 1580 22,1679
Monthly average gap (HK$) 3300 3300 4,300 4300 4,800 3,600 4,200
(B) Characteristics of households
I. No. of households ('000)
(i) Economic characteristics
Economically active 95 33 101 143 73 12 1627 20549
(16.4%) (2.1%) (41.1%) (68.5%) (67.8%) (34.4%) (37.4%) (80.0%)
Working 62 30 90 134 724 08 1446 20258
(10.6%) (19%) (36.6%) (64.0%) (63.5%) (22.7%) (33.3%) (18.9%)
Unemployed 34 03 11 09 49 04 181 21
(5.9%) (0.2%) (45%) (4.4%) (4.3%) (11.7%) (4.2%) (11%)
Economically inactive 485 1517 145 6.6 36.7 24 2721 5140
(83.6%) (97.9%) (58.9%) (31.5%) (32.2%) (65.6%) (62.6%) (20.0%)
(i) Whether receiving CSSA or not
Yes 58.1 129 148 41 276 § 58.1 1593
(100.0%) (83%) (60.1%) (19.7%) (24.2%) § (13.4%) (6.2%)
No 1421 98 168 864 36 3767 24096
(91.7%) (39.9%) (80.3%) (75.8%) (100.0%) (86.6%) (93.8%)
Reason: no financial needs 1185 64 113 612 29 2922 3507
(76.5%) (26.2%) (54.1%) (53.7%) (80.8%) (67.2%) (13.7%)
Reason: income and assets tests not 3l 03 04 22 § 91 109
passed (2.0%) (1.4%) (19%) (2.0%) § (21%) (04%)
(iii) Housing characteristics
Public rental housing 433 43 163 88 517 03 1663 786.1
(74.6%) (28.6%) (66.2%) (42.2%) (50.6%) (93%) (38.3%) (30.6%)
Tenants in private housing 75 57 46 91 24 17 398 216
(13.0%) (3.7%) (18.9%) (43.7%) (19.7%) (46.9%) (9.2%) (16.4%)
Owner-occupiers 6.3 944 34 26 309 05 2094 12640
(10.8%) (60.9%) (13.8%) (12.3%) (27.1%) (14.9%) (48.2%) (49.2%)
- with mortgages or loans § 29 08 08 88 § 210 401.0
§ (19%) (3.2%) (39%) (7.7%) § (4.8%) (15.6%)
- without mortgages and loans 6.1 914 26 18 21 04 1884 8629
(105%) (59.0%) (10.6%) (84%) (19.4%) (11.7%) (43.3%) (33.6%)
(iv) Other characteristics
With FDH(s) § 170 07 05 6.6 § 300 2936
§ (10.9%) 2.7%) (2.3%) (58%) § (6.9%) (11.4%)
With new arrival(s) 41 05 23 209 158 § 209 760
(7.1%) (04%) (9.2%) (100.0%) (13.8%) § (4.8%) (3.0%)
With children 216 246 158 1140 1140 698.6
(475%) (100.0%) (75.5%) (100.0%) (26.2%) (27.2%)
II. Other household characteristics
Average household size 26 16 29 33 35 17 24 27
Average no. of economically active members 02 @ 05 09 08 04 05 14
Median monthly household income (HKS) 9,000 3,300 9,900 12,800 13,700 2,700 6,800 27,500
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Table A.3.7: Socio-economic characteristics of poor households by selected
household group, 2018 (2)

After policy intervention Econorpically Working Unemployed Ecgnomically All poor
(recurrent cash) active households | households inactive households A T
households households
(A) Poverty indicators
. Poor households ('000) 162.7 1446 181 272.1 4348
Il Poor population ('000) 521.7 4756 46.1 502.5 10243
1. Poverty rate (%) {8.6%} {8.0%} {70.5%} {59.8%} {14.9%}
Children aged under 18 {12.3%} {11.7%} {72.8%} (74.4%} {16.8%}
Youth aged between 18 and 29 {7.5%} {6.9%} {73.8%} {57.0%} {9.3%)
People aged between 18 and 64 {7.5%} {6.9%} {68.2%} {60.8%} {10.5%)}
Elders aged 65+ {10.7%} {9.5%} {77.6%} {57.1%} {30.9%}
IV. Poverty gap
Annual total gap (HK$Mn) 7,867.6 6,368.6 1,499.0 14,3003 22,1679
Monthly average gap (HK$) 4,000 3,700 6,900 4,400 4,200
(B) Characteristics of households
I. No. of households ('000)
(i) Economic characteristics
Economically active 162.7 1446 18.1 162.7 2054.9
(100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%) (37.4%) (80.0%)
Working 1446 1446 1446 20258
(88.9%) (100.0%) (33.3%) (78.9%)
Unemployed 18.1 18.1 18.1 291
(111%) (100.0%) (4.2%) (1.1%)
Economically inactive 2121 27121 5140
(100.0%) (62.6%) (20.0%)
(ii) Whether receiving CSSA or not
Yes 95 6.2 34 485 58.1 159.3
(5.9%) (4.3%) (18.8%) (17.8%) (13.4%) (6.2%)
No 1532 1385 147 2235 376.7 24096
(94.1%) (95.7%) (81.2%) (82.2%) (86.6%) (93.8%)
Reason: no financial needs 106.3 94.3 120 1859 2922 350.7
(65.3%) (65.2%) (66.4%) (68.3%) (67.2%) (13.7%)
Reason: income and assets tests not 41 37 04 50 91 109
passed (2.5%) (2.6%) (2.1%) (L8%) (2.1%) (0.4%)
(iii) Housing characteristics
Public rental housing 779 700 79 88.5 166.3 786.1
(47.9%) (48.4%) (43.8%) (32.5%) (38.3%) (30.6%)
Tenants in private housing 19.6 172 24 202 398 4216
(12.1%) (11.9%) (13.2%) (7.4%) (9.2%) (16.4%)
Owner-occupiers 61.0 54.1 69 1484 2094 12640
(37.5%) (37.4%) (38.2%) (545%) (48.2%) (49.2%)
- with mortgages or loans 122 106 15 88 210 4010
(7.5%) (7.3%) (8.5%) (3.2%) (4.8%) (15.6%)
- without mortgages and loans 489 435 54 1396 188.4 862.9
(30.0%) (30.1%) (29.7%) (51.3%) (43.3%) (33.6%)
(iv) Other characteristics
With FDH(s) 6.8 6.2 06 232 300 2936
(4.2%) (4.3%) (3.3%) (8.5%) (6.9%) (11.4%)
With new arrival(s) 143 134 09 6.6 209 76.0
(8.8%) (9.3%) (5.1%) (24%) (4.8%) (3.0%)
With children 713 724 49 367 1140 698.6
(475%) (50.0%) (27.3%) (135%) (26.2%) (27.2%)
II. Other household characteristics
Average household size 32 33 25 18 24 27
Average no. of economically active members 13 13 11 05 14
Median monthly household income (HK$) 13,400 14,100 5800 3,400 6,800 27,500
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Table A.3.8: Socio-economic characteristics of poor households by District

Council district, 2018 (1)

After policy intervention Central and : Yau Tsim | Sham Shui | Allpoor All
(recurrent cash) Western ] Easten L Mong Po households | households
(A) Poverty indicators
I Paor households ('000) 129 109 296 125 20 2.1 4348
II. Poor population ('000) 254 206 658 287 491 617 10243
I11. Poverty rate (%) {12.0%) {12.9%} {13.0%) {11.9%} {16.0%} {16.6%) {14.9%)
Children aged under 18 {1.2%) {75%} {1L7%) {12.4%) {18.8%} {20.8%) {16.8%}
Youth aged between 18 and 29 {6.2%) {6.5%} {8.1%} {6.9%) {6.7%) {13.1%) {9.3%)
People aged between 18 and 64 {6.9%} {7.5%} {8.7%)} {7.9%} {9.8%} {12.2%) {105%}
Elders aged 65+ {34.6%) {36.6%} {30.7% {26.8%) {40.8%} {30.5% {30.9%)
V. Poverty gap
Annual total gap (HK$Mn) 8222 7574 17388 6405 12246 12040 22,1679
Monthly average gap (HK$) 5,300 5,800 4,900 4300 4,400 3,800 4,200
(B) Characteristics of households
I. No. of households (000)
(i) Economic characteristics
Economically active 29 20 94 44 6.8 113 1627 2054.9
(22.2%) (18.4%) (31.8%) (34.9%) (29.5%) (43.1%) (37.4%) (80.0%)
Working 23 14 8.1 40 63 104 1446 20258
(17.9%) (13.2%) (27.3%) (32.2%) (27.4%) (39.8%) (33.3%) (18.9%)
Unemployed 06 06 14 03 05 09 181 21
(44%) (5.2%) (46%) 2.7%) (2.1%) (33%) (4.2%) (11%)
Economically inactive 100 89 202 8.1 162 148 M1 5140
(77.8%) (81.6%) (68.2%) (65.1%) (70.5%) (56.9%) (62.6%) (20.0%)
(i) Whether receiving CSSA or not
Yes 06 04 23 12 19 46 58.1 1593
(4.9%) (39%) (7.8%) (9.6%) (8.1%) (17.5%) (134%) (6.2%)
No 122 105 273 113 21 216 3767 24096
(95.1%) (96.1%) (92.2%) (90.4%) (91.9%) (82.5%) (86.6%) (938%)
Reason: no financial needs 104 87 28 88 178 166 2922 350.7
(81.0%) (79.4%) (7135%) (70.2%) (77.4%) (63.6%) (67.2%) (13.7%)
Reason: income and assets tests not § § 08 03 06 05 9.1 109
passed § § (2.7%) (2.7%) (2.8%) (1.9%) (2.1%) (0.4%)
(iii) Housing characteristics
Public rental housing 05 08 6.7 50 11 17 166.3 786.1
(4.1%) (7.3%) (22.7%) (39.7%) (4.9%) (45.0%) (38.3%) (30.6%)
Tenants in private housing 16 12 29 06 48 48 398 4216
(12.3%) (11.1%) (9.7%) (4.8%) (20.9%) (18.3%) (9.2%) (16.4%)
Owner-occupiers 96 82 187 65 160 86 2094 12640
(74.9%) (74.8%) (63.0%) (52.3%) (69.7%) (32.9%) (48.2%) (49.2%)
- with mortgages or loans 06 03 12 07 14 08 210 4010
(4.4%) (25%) (39%) (5.7%) (63%) (3.1%) (4.8%) (15.6%)
- without mortgages and loans 9.1 79 175 58 146 78 1884 8629
(705%) (12.3%) (59.1%) (46.6%) (635%) (29.8%) (43.3%) (33.6%)
(iv) Other characteristics
With FDH(s) 14 19 29 16 19 12 300 2936
(105%) (16.9%) (99%) (12.4%) (8.2%) (46%) (6.9%) (11.4%)
With new arrival(s) 04 § 05 04 14 21 209 760
(3.0%) § (18%) (3.0%) (6.0%) (10.4%) (4.8%) (3.0%)
With children 15 13 55 27 51 84 1140 698.6
(10.7%) (11.5%) (18.7%) (21.6%) (22.2%) (32.0%) (26.2%) (21.29%)
Il. Other household characteristics
Average household size 20 19 22 23 21 24 24 21
Average no. of economically active members 03 02 04 04 04 05 05 14
Median monthly household income (HK$) 2,600 1,300 3,900 6,400 3,600 8,100 6,800 27,500
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Table A.3.9: Socio-economic characteristics of poor households by District
Council district, 2018 (2)

Anezrzgﬂge:tti;‘g"on Kowloon City |Wong Tai Sin | Kwun Tong | Kwai Tsing | TsuenWan | Tuen Mun hoﬁ”szﬁglr ds housiltllol is
(A) Poverty indicators
I Poor households ('000) 25 53 480 291 177 317 4348
II. Poor population (000) 519 625 1223 1 420 746 10243
I11. Poverty rate (%) {L3.9%} {15.6%} {18.8%} {15.4%} {14.3%) {15.8%} {14.9%)
Children aged under 18 {L6.0%} {20.6%} {23.6%} {18.8%} {16.49%) {18.8%)} {16.8%)
Youth aged between 18 and 29 {8.7%} {11.3%} {L1.7%} {10.6%} {1.1%) (9.2} {9.3%)
People aged between 18 and 64 {L0.0%} {11.9%} {L4.0%} {11.5%} {9.8%} {11.4%} {L05%}
Elders aged 65+ {27.8%) {25.4%) {33.0%} {21.7%) {32.5%) {32.3%) {30.9%)
V. Poverty gap
Annual total gap (HK$Mn) 11043 11715 21358 13210 998.7 14897 22,1679
Monthly average gap (HK$) 4,400 3,900 3,700 3,800 4,700 3,900 4,200
(B) Characteristics of households
I. No. of households ('000)
(i) Economic characteristics
Economically active 81 110 210 129 6.7 127 1627 20549
(36.0%) (435%) (43.7%) (44.5%) (37.8%) (40.1%) (37.4%) (80.0%)
Working 71 9.1 192 17 6.0 115 1446 20258
(31.3%) (36.0%) (39.9%) (40.1%) (33.9%) (36.3%) (33.3%) (78.9%)
Unemployed 11 19 18 13 07 12 181 291
(4.7%) (7.6%) (3.7%) (43%) (39%) (38%) (4.2%) (11%)
Economically inactive 144 143 210 162 110 190 2121 5140
(64.0%) (56.5%) (56.3%) (55.5%) (62.2%) (59.9%) (62.6%) (20.0%)
(if) Whether receiving CSSA or not
Yes 23 49 838 54 13 53 58.1 1593
(10.3%) (19.2%) (18.4%) (185%) (75%) (16.8%) (13.4%) (6.2%)
No 202 25 39.1 237 164 264 376.7 24096
(89.7%) (80.8%) (81.6%) (81.5%) (92.5%) (83.2%) (86.6%) (93.8%)
Reason: no financial needs 16.1 156 20 173 132 192 2922 3507
(71.6%) (61.5%) (60.4%) (59.3%) (14.4%) (60.6%) (67.2%) (13.7%)
Reason: income and assets tests not 03 05 10 04 03 12 9.1 109
passed (15%) (L9%) (2.0%) (15%) (2.0%) (39%) (2.1%) (04%)
(ifi) Housing characteristics
Public rental housing 71 143 329 198 52 134 166.3 786.1
(314%) (56.5%) (68.6%) (67.9%) (29.5%) (42.2%) (38.3%) (30.6%)
Tenants in private housing 30 10 24 10 24 22 398 4216
(135%) (38%) (4.9%) (35%) (13.3%) (7.0%) (9.2%) (16.4%)
Owner-occupiers 111 9.1 18 19 95 149 2094 12640
(49.2%) (36.1%) (24.7%) (27.2%) (53.7%) (47.1%) (48.2%) (49.2%)
- with mortgages or loans 12 11 13 09 14 17 210 4010
(55%) (4.3%) (2.8%) (3.1%) (8.0%) (53%) (48%) (15.6%)
- without mortgages and loans 98 80 105 70 81 132 1884 8629
(43.7%) (3L.7%) (21.9%) (24.19%) (45.7%) (41.8%) (43.3%) (33.6%)
(iv) Other characteristics
With FDH(s) 23 12 21 14 08 13 300 2936
(104%) (4.8%) (4.5%) (4.6%) (44%) (4.1%) (6.9%) (11.4%)
With new arrival(s) 13 13 29 15 12 14 209 760
(5.7%) (5.2%) (6.1%) (5.2%) (65%) (4.5%) (4.8%) (3.0%)
With children 6.1 4 156 89 46 87 1140 698.6
(27.1%) (29.0%) (32.6%) (305%) (25.9%) (27.4%) (26.2%) (27.2%)
Il. Other household characteristics
Average household size 23 25 26 26 24 24 24 21
Average no. of economically active members 04 06 05 06 05 05 05 14
Median monthly household income (HK$) 6,200 8,000 8,700 8,800 6,200 7,300 6,800 27500
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Table A.3.10: Socio-economic characteristics of poor households by District

Council district, 2018 (3)

Af[ezrzgﬂ::/emtzgsir;uon Yuen Long North TaiPo ShaTin Sai Kung Islands hoﬂlszﬁglr ds housﬁlr:ol is
(A) Poverty indicators
I Poor households ('000) 384 218 164 397 201 9.2 4348
I1. Poor population (000) 919 544 384 942 464 195 10243
I11. Poverty rate (%) {15.3%} {L8.1%} {L3.4%)} {14.9%) {10.79%} {12.3%) {14.9%)
Children aged under 18 {19.19%} {21.8%} {15.6%} {14.6%) {9.6%) {13.3%) {16.8%)}
Youth aged between 18 and 29 {10.0%} {12.1%} {8.0%} {9.8%} {6.9%} {6.5%) {9.3%)
People aged between 18 and 64 {L0.6%} {L3.5%} {9.2%} {L0.6%} {7.5%) {7.8%)} {10.5%}
Elders aged 65+ {32.0%} {34.4%) {295%} {3L.7%} {25.4%} {31.0%} {30.9%}
V. Poverty gap
Annual total gap (HK$Mn) 19111 11637 857.0 1,9945 10824 460.7 22,1679
Monthly average gap (HK$) 4,100 4,500 4,400 4,200 4500 4,200 4,200
(B) Characteristics of households
I. No. of households ('000)
(i) Economic characteristics
Economically active 142 93 6.2 146 6.7 26 1627 20549
(37.0%) (42.9%) (37.9%) (36.7%) (33.4%) (27.8%) (37.4%) (80.0%)
Working 123 84 52 134 6.1 22 1446 20258
(32.1%) (38.7%) (3L.7%) (33.8%) (30.2%) (24.4%) (33.3%) (78.9%)
Unemployed 19 09 10 12 06 03 181 291
(5.0%) (4.2%) (6.2%) (3.0%) (32%) (34%) (4.2%) (L19%)
Economically inactive 242 124 102 51 134 6.7 2121 5140
(63.0%) (57.1%) (62.1%) (63.3%) (66.6%) (12.2%) (62.6%) (20.0%)
(i) Whether receiving CSSA or not
Yes 6.4 29 15 47 21 14 58.1 1593
(16.6%) (135%) (9.0%) (11.9%) (10.6%) (15.6%) (134%) (6.2%)
No 320 188 149 349 179 8 3767 240956
(83.4%) (86.5%) (91.0%) (88.1%) (89.4%) (84.4%) (86.6%) (93.8%)
Reason: no financial needs 236 145 124 213 138 6.3 2922 3507
(61.4%) (66.5%) (75.7%) (68.7%) (68.9%) (68.4%) (67.2%) (13.7%)
Reason: income and assets tests not 12 06 § 03 05 § 91 109
passed (3.1%) (26%) § (0.7%) (2.2%) § (2.1%) (04%)
(ili) Housing characteristics
Public rental housing 141 53 33 162 6.0 29 1663 786.1
(36.8%) (24.5%) (19.9%) (41.0%) (29.8%) (314%) (38.3%) (30.6%)
Tenants in private housing 42 27 17 16 10 07 398 216
(10.9%) (12.6%) (10.6%) (4.2%) (5.0%) (7.7%) (9.2%) (16.4%)
Owner-occupiers 180 126 101 205 117 45 2004 12640
(46.8%) (58.0%) (61.7%) (51.6%) (58.4%) (49.1%) (48.2%) (49.2%)
- with mortgages or loans 14 12 11 26 18 03 210 4010
(35%) (5.3%) (6.8%) (6.7%) (8.7%) (3.7%) (4.8%) (15.6%)
- without mortgages and loans 166 115 90 178 100 42 1884 8629
(43.2%) (52.7%) (54.9%) (45.0%) (49.6%) (45.4%) (43.3%) (33.6%)
(iv) Other characteristics
With FDH(s) 26 09 13 30 15 07 300 2936
(6.7%) (4.2%) (8.1%) (1.7%) (7.6%) (8.1%) (6.9%) (11.4%)
With new arrival(s) 19 11 06 15 05 § 209 760
(5.0%) (5.0%) (3.7%) (39%) (2.6%) § (4.8%) (3.0%)
With children 112 74 42 98 40 19 1140 698.6
(29.1%) (33.8%) (25.9%) (24.7%) (19.8%) (20.1%) (26.2%) (27.2%)
II. Other household characteristics
Average household size 24 25 23 24 23 21 24 21
Average no. of economically active members 05 05 05 05 04 04 05 14
Median monthly household income (HK$) 6,900 7,600 6,200 7,400 6,500 3,900 6,800 275500
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Table A.3.11: Socio-economic characteristics of poor households by housing
characteristic and age of household head, 2018

_ : : Tenants in Household Household
After policy intervention Public r.ental private Owngr- head aged head aged 65 All poor All
(recurrent cash) housing housing occupiers | between 18 and above households | households
and 64
(A) Poverty indicators
. Poor households ('000) 166.3 398 2094 2146 2182 4348
Il Poor population ('000) 434.1 1079 4482 6002 4205 10243
I11. Poverty rate (%) {20.8%} {1029} {12.7%} {L1.2%} {27.7%} {14.9%}
Children aged under 18 {32.0%} {15.9%} {9.6%} {15.6%} {28.7%} {16.8%}
Youth aged hetween 18 and 29 {13.2%} {8.19} {6.5%} {8.8%} {14.8%} {9.3%}
People aged between 18 and 64 {16.1%} {7.6%} {8.2%} {9.9%} {15.0%} {10.5%}
Elders aged 65+ {29.6%} {21.0%} {31.8%} {16.1%} (34.8%} {309%}
IV. Poverty gap
Annual total gap (HK$Mn) 6,574.3 1,936.4 12,7490 11897.6 10,1380 22,1679
Monthly average gap (HK$) 3,300 4,100 5,100 4,600 3,900 4,200
(B) Characteristics of households
. No. of households ('000)
(i) Economic characteristics
Economically active 779 196 61.0 1287 339 162.7 20549
(46.8%) (49.2%) (29.1%) (60.0%) (15.6%) (37.4%) (80.0%)
Working 700 172 54.1 1146 300 1446 20258
(42.1%) (43.2%) (25.8%) (53.4%) (13.7%) (33.3%) (78.9%)
Unemployed 79 24 69 141 40 18.1 29.1
(4.8%) (6.0%) (3.3%) (6.6%) (1.8%) (4.2%) (1.1%)
Economically inactive 885 202 1484 85.9 184.2 2121 514.0
(53.2%) (50.8%) (70.9%) (40.0%) (84.4%) (62.6%) (20.0%)
(if) Whether receiving CSSA or not
Yes 433 75 6.3 357 2.2 58.1 1593
(26.0%) (18.9%) (3.0%) (16.79%) (10.29) (13.4%) (6.2%)
No 1230 323 203.1 1788 1959 3767 24096
(74.0%) (8L.1%) (97.0%) (83.3%) (89.8%) (86.6%) (93.8%)
Reason: no financial needs 895 233 164.7 1322 1584 292.2 350.7
(53.8%) (58.5%) (78.6%) (61.6%) (72.6%) (67.2%) (13.7%)
Reason: income and assets tests not 24 05 6.0 44 47 9.1 109
passed (1.5%) (1.2%) (2.9%) (2.0%) (2.1%) (2.1%) (0.4%)
(iii) Housing characteristics
Public rental housing 166.3 935 728 166.3 786.1
(100.0%) (43.6%) (33.4%) (38.3%) (30.6%)
Tenants in private housing 39.8 308 8.0 398 4216
(100.0%) (14.3%) (3.7%) (9.2%) (16.4%)
Owner-occupiers 209.4 838 1252 209.4 1264.0
(100.0%) (39.1%) (57.4%) (48.2%) (49.2%)
- with mortgages or loans 210 156 53 210 4010
(10.0%) (7.3%) (2.4%) (4.8%) (15.6%)
- without mortgages and loans 188.4 683 1199 1884 862.9
(90.0%) (31.8%) (55.0%) (43.3%) (33.6%)
(iv) Other characteristics
With FDH(s) 36 29 207 95 201 300 2936
(2.1%) (7.4%) (9.9%) (4.4%) (9:2%) (6.9%) (11.4%)
With new arrival(s) 88 91 26 173 35 209 76.0
(5.3%) (22.9%) (L.2%) (8.1%) (1.6%) (4.8%) (3.0%)
With children 577 24 309 96.2 157 1140 698.6
(34.7%) (56.3%) (14.8%) (44.9%) (7.2%) (26.29%) (27.29%)
II. Other household characteristics
Average household size 26 27 21 28 19 24 27
Average no. of economically active members 06 06 04 08 02 05 14
Median monthly household income (HK$) 9,100 9,600 3,200 9,700 4,400 6,800 27,500
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Table A.3.12: Socio-economic characteristics of poor population by selected
household group, 2018 (1)

After policy intervention CSSA Elderly  |Single-parent| New-arrival | Households Youth All poor All
(recurrent cash) households | households | households | households [with children | households | households | households
(C) Characteristics of persons
I. No. of persons ('000)
(i) Gender
Male 67.6 1029 259 2.1 189.0 28 469.7 3291.2
(45.2%) (42.7%) (37.0%) (46.0%) (47.3%) (45.8%) (45.9%) (47.8%)
Female 82.0 137.8 442 37 2107 33 554.6 35937
(54.8%) (57.3%) (63.0%) (54.0%) (52.7%) (54.2%) (54.1%) (52.2%)
(i) Economic activity status and age
Economically active 111 34 118 179 942 16 2055 35995
(7.4%) (L4%) (16.8%) (25.6%) (23.6%) (25.6%) (20.1%) (52.3%)
Working 6.9 31 10.1 153 84.7 10 1701 3488.2
(4.6%) (1.3%) (14.4%) (22.0%) (21.2%) (15.5%) (16.6%) (50.7%)
Unemployed 41 03 16 25 95 06 354 1113
(28%) (01%) (2.3%) (3.7%) (2.4%) (10.2%) (3.5%) (L6%)
Economically inactive 1385 2372 58.4 519 3055 46 818.7 32855
(92.6%) (98.6%) (83.2%) (74.4%) (76.4%) (74.4%) (79.9%) (47.7%)
Children aged under 18 428 - 346 249 169.2 - 169.2 10075
(28.6%) (49.3%) (35.7%) (42.3%) - (16.5%) (14.6%)
People aged between 18 and 64 571 211 210 109.6 46 2995 12484
(38.2%) (30.0%) (30.1%) (27.4%) (74.4%) (29.2%) (18.1%)
Student 76 30 16 113 39 404 2387
(5.1%) (4.3%) (2.3%) (2.8%) (63.7%) (3.9%) (3.5%)
Home-maker 280 135 142 749 § 1250 569.4
(18.7%) (19.2%) (20.3%) (18.7%) § (12.2%) (8.3%)
Retired person 4.1 06 16 73 § 652 2305
(2.7%) (0.9%) (2.2%) (L8%) § (6.4%) (3.3%)
Temporary / permanent il 14.7 26 18 93 § 35 9.4
(9.8%) (3.7%) (2.6%) (2.3%) § (3.5%) (L4%)
Other economically inactive* 27 13 18 6.8 06 334 1133
(18%) - (L9%) (2.6%) (L7%) (9.1%) (3.3%) (1.6%)
Elders aged 65+ 386 2372 27 6.0 26.7 - 350.1 1029.6
(25.8%) (98.6%) (3.9%) (8.6%) (6.7%) (34.2%) (15.0%)
(iii) Whether new arrival(s)
Yes 6.0 06 33 309 239 § 309 1108
(4.0%) (0.3%) (4.8%) (44.2%) (6.0%) § (3.0%) (L6%)
No 1436 240.0 66.8 389 3759 59 9934 6774.2
(96.0%) (99.7%) (95.2%) (55.8%) (94.0%) (96.3%) (97.0%) (98.4%)
(iv) Receiving social security benefit
OALA* 0.7 106.8 10 22 115 156.3 4908
(0.5%) (44.4%) (L4%) (3.2%) (2.9%) - (15.3%) (7.1%)
DA 06 6.5 08 07 68 § 372 1294
(0.4%) (2.7%) (L1%) (L0%) (L7%) § (3.6%) (L.9%)
OAA § 614 03 03 46 - 834 260.6
§ (25.5%) (04%) (04%) (L2%) (8.1%) (3.8%)
II. No. of employed persons (‘000)
(i) Occupation
Higher-skilled 03 08 12 16 115 § 248 1507.7
<45%> <24.9%> <12.3%> <10.3%> <135%> § <14.6%> <43.29%>
Lower-skilled 6.6 23 89 138 732 08 1453 19804
<955%> <75.1%> <87.7%> <89.7%> <86.5%> <84.4%> <85.4%> <56.8%>
(ii) Educational attainment
Primary and below 11 12 10 21 10.7 § 25.2 2878
<16.3%> <40.2%> <10.3%> <13.8%> <12.7%> 8§ <14.8%> <8.3%>
Lower secondary 23 07 28 6.5 280 § 410 4949
<32.8%> <23.2%> <28.0%> <42.6%> <33.1%> § <27.6%> <14.2%>
Upper secondary (including craft courses) 22 07 49 49 346 04 65.5 11940
<31.3%> <215%> <48.3%> <32.2%> <409%> <39.7%> <38.5%> <34.2%>
Post-secondary - non-degree 06 § 07 09 53 § 137 336.9
<8.9%> § <7.1%> <5.6%> <6.3%> § <8.1%> <9.7%>
Post-secondary - degree 07 03 07 09 6.0 04 18.7 11745
<10.7%> <10.7%> <6.5%> <5.1%> <T.1%> <40.3%> <11.0%> <33.7%>
(iii) Employment status
Full-time 24 10 56 118 62.7 05 177 31326
<341%> <311%> <55.1%> <76.9%> <741%> <49.1%> <69.2%> <89.8%>
Part-time / underemployed 46 21 45 35 220 05 523 355.6
<659%> <68.9%> <44.9%> <231%> <25.9%> <50.9%> <30.8%> <10.2%>
III. Other indicators
Median monthly employment earnings (HK$) 3,400 3,000 8,000 12,000 12,000 4,400 10,000 18,000
Labour force participation rate (%) 9.7 14 26.9 380 36.3 25.6 232 59.6
Unemployment rate (%) 373 9.6 139 143 10.1 39.7 172 31
Median age 43 75 18 34 30 24 55 44
No. of children ('000) 430 35.0 250 1704 1704 10117
Dependency ratio (demographic) 1211 1167 818 995 1074 462
Elderly 575 86 167 145 729 247
Child 636 - 1081 651 850 - 345 215
Economic dependency ratio” 12502 69112 4968 2905 3243 2901 3984 913
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Table A.3.13: Socio-economic characteristics of poor population by selected
household group, 2018 (2)

After policy intervention Econor_mcally Working Unemployed Ecgnom_mally All poor Al hold
(recurrent cash) active households households inactive households OUSENOIES
households households
(C) Characteristics of persons
I. No. of persons ('000)
(i) Gender
Male 253.6 2304 232 216.1 469.7 3291.2
(48.6%) (48.5%) (50.3%) (43.0%) (45.9%) (47.8%)
Female 268.1 2452 229 2865 554.6 3593.7
(51.4%) (51.5%) (49.7%) (57.0%) (54.1%) (52.2%)
(i) Economic activity status and age
Economically active 205.5 186.0 196 205.5 35995
(39.4%) (39.1%) (42.4%) (20.1%) (52.3%)
Working 1701 170.1 - 1701 3488.2
(32.6%) (35.8%) - (16.6%) (50.7%)
Unemployed 354 15.9 19.6 354 1113
(6.8%) (3.3%) (42.4%) - (35%) (1.6%)
Economically inactive 3162 289.7 265 502.5 818.7 32855
(60.6%) (60.9%) (57.6%) (100.0%) (79.9%) (47.7%)
Children aged under 18 114.7 107.2 75 545 169.2 10075
(22.0%) (22.5%) (16.2%) (10.8%) (16.5%) (14.6%)
People aged between 18 and 64 1414 130.3 11.0 158.2 2995 12484
(27.1%) (27.4%) (24.0%) (3L.5%) (29.2%) (18.1%)
Student 243 225 18 162 404 2387
(4.7%) (4.7%) (3.9%) (3.2%) (3.9%) (3.5%)
Home-maker 723 675 48 52.7 1250 569.4
(13.9%) (14.2%) (10.5%) (10.5%) (12.2%) (8.3%)
Retired person 20.0 18.1 1.9 452 65.2 2305
(3.8%) (3.8%) (4.2%) (9.0%) (6.4%) (3.3%)
Temporary / permanent ill 117 10.3 14 238 355 96.4
(2.2%) (2.2%) (3.0%) (4.7%) (3.5%) (1.4%)
Other economically inactive* 13.0 119 11 203 334 1133
(2.5%) (2.5%) (2.4%) (4.0%) (3.3%) (1.6%)
Elders aged 65+ 602 522 8.0 289.9 350.1 1029.6
(11.5%) (11.0%) (17.3%) (57.7%) (34.2%) (15.0%)
(iii) Whether new arrival(s)
Yes 224 209 14 85 309 110.8
(4.3%) (4.4%) (3.1%) (L.7%) (3.0%) (1.6%)
No 499.4 454.7 447 494.0 993.4 6774.2
(95.7%) (95.6%) (96.9%) (98.3%) (97.0%) (98.4%)
(iv) Receiving social security benefit
OALA** 287 243 44 1276 156.3 4908
(5.5%) (5.1%) (9.5%) (25.4%) (15.3%) (7.1%)
DA 158 145 13 214 372 129.4
(3.0%) (3.0%) (2.8%) (4.3%) (3.6%) (1.9%)
OAA 136 123 14 69.8 834 260.6
(2.6%) (2.6%) (3.0%) (13.9%) (8.1%) (3.8%)
Il. No. of employed persons ('000)
(i) Occupation
Higher-skilled 248 2438 248 1507.7
<14.6%> <14.6%> <14.6%> <43.2%>
Lower-skilled 1453 145.3 1453 19804
<85.4%> <85.4%> <85.4%> <56.8%>
(i) Educational attainment
Primary and below 25.2 25.2 252 2878
<14.8%> <14.8%> <14.8%> <8.3%>
Lower secondary 470 470 470 4949
<27.6%> <27.6%> <27.6%> <14.2%>
Upper secondary (including craft courses) 65.5 65.5 65.5 1194.0
<38.5%> <38.5%> <38.5%> <34.2%>
Post-secondary - non-degree 137 137 137 336.9
<8.1%> <8.1%> <8.1%> <9.7%>
Post-secondary - degree 187 18.7 187 11745
<11.0%> <11.0%> <11.0%> <33.7%>
(iii) Employment status
Full-time 1177 117.7 177 31326
<69.20%> <69.29%> <69.2%> <89.8%>
Part-time / underemployed 523 52.3 52.3 355.6
<30.8%> <30.8%> <30.8%> <10.2%>
IIl. Other indicators
Median monthly employment earnings (HK$) 10,000 10,000 - 10,000 18,000
Labour force participation rate (%) 48.1 48.0 49.1 232 59.6
Unemployment rate (%) 172 85 100.0 - 172 3.1
Median age 40 40 45 67 55 44
No. of children ('000) 1159 108.4 75 545 1704 10117
Dependency ratio (demographic)* 554 556 537 2178 1074 462
Elderly 209 201 286 1833 729 247
Child 345 354 251 345 345 215
Economic dependency ratio” 1539 1558 1356 3984 913
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Table A.3.14: Socio-economic characteristics of poor population by District
Council district, 2018 (1)

After policy intervention Central and : Yau Tsim | Sham Shui | All poor All
Wan Chai Eastern Southern
(recurrent cash) Western Mong Po households | households
(C) Characteristics of persons
I. No. of persons ('000)
(i) Gender
Male 110 88 29.0 139 219 280 469.7 3291.2
(43.4%) (42.9%) (44.1%) (48.3%) (44.7%) (45.3%) (45.9%) (47.8%)
Female 144 118 36.8 148 212 37 554.6 35937
(56.6%) (57.1%) (55.9%) (51.7%) (55.3%) (54.7%) (54.1%) (52.2%)
(i) Economic activity status and age
Economically active 34 26 119 55 89 137 2055 35995
(13.6%) (12.7%) (18.0%) (19.3%) (18.0%) (22.2%) (20.1%) (52.3%)
Working 27 19 93 47 76 121 1701 3488.2
(10.5%) (9.1%) (14.1%) (16.5%) (155%) (19.6%) (16.6%) (50.7%)
Unemployed 08 07 26 08 12 16 354 1113
(3.0%) (3.6%) (3.9%) (2.8%) (25%) (2.7%) (3.5%) (L6%)
Economically inactive 20 180 539 232 402 480 818.7 32855
(86.4%) (87.3%) (82.0%) (80.7%) (82.0%) (77.8%) (79.9%) (47.7%)
Children aged under 18 21 15 8.4 45 8.2 120 169.2 10075
(8.3%) (7.4%) (12.8%) (15.6%) (16.6%) (19.4%) (16.5%) (14.6%)
People aged between 18 and 64 6.7 58 185 78 129 180 2995 12484
(26.4%) (28.2%) (28.1%) (27.3%) (26.3%) (29.1%) (29.2%) (18.1%)
Student 08 07 26 09 15 25 404 2387
(3.1%) (3.2%) (4.0%) (3.0%) (3.0%) (4.0%) (3.9%) (3.5%)
Home-maker 21 19 6.6 33 52 8.4 1250 569.4
(8.2%) (9.1%) (10.0%) (11.5%) (10.6%) (13.7%) (12.2%) (8.3%)
Retired person 23 21 49 16 35 31 652 2305
(8.9%) (10.3%) (7.4%) (5.7%) (7.2%) (5.1%) (6.4%) (3.3%)
Temporary / permanent il 04 04 21 09 12 18 355 9.4
(L7%) (L7%) (3.2%) (3.0%) (24%) (3.0%) (3.5%) (L4%)
Other economically inactive* 11 08 24 12 15 21 334 1133
(4.4%) (4.0%) (3.6%) (4.1%) (3.0%) (3.4%) (3.3%) (1.6%)
Elders aged 65+ 132 106 210 109 192 180 350.1 1029.6
(51.8%) (51.6%) (41.1%) (37.8%) (39.1%) (29.2%) (34.2%) (15.0%)
(iii) Whether new arrival(s)
Yes 04 § 0.7 07 21 44 309 1108
(L7%) § (L0%) (2.6%) (4.4%) (7.2%) (3.0%) (L6%)
No 250 205 65.1 280 470 573 9934 67742
(98.3%) (99.5%) (99.0%) (97.4%) (95.6%) (92.8%) (97.0%) (98.4%)
(iv) Receiving social security benefit
OALA* 33 23 91 45 83 7.7 156.3 4908
(13.1%) (11.1%) (13.9%) (15.8%) (16.9%) (12.5%) (15.3%) (7.1%)
DA 11 08 31 18 12 16 372 1294
(4.4%) (3.8%) (4.7%) (6.4%) (2.5%) (2.6%) (3.6%) (L.9%)
OAA 6.0 49 9.7 25 46 44 834 260.6
(23.4%) (23.8%) (14.8%) (8.7%) (9.3%) (7.1%) (8.1%) (3.8%)
II. No. of employed persons (‘000)
(i) Occupation
Higher-skilled 06 05 23 08 13 14 248 1507.7
<23.3%> <25.9%> <24.8%> <16.6%> <17.2%> <11.6%> <14.6%> <43.2%>
Lower-skilled 21 14 70 40 6.3 107 1453 19804
<76.7%> <741%> <75.2%> <83.4%> <82.8%> <88.4%> <85.4%> <56.8%>
(ii) Educational attainment
Primary and below § § 08 05 16 18 252 2878
§ § <9.2%> <11.0%> <20.8%> <14.9%> <14.8%> <8.3%>
Lower secondary 05 03 20 15 23 33 410 4949
<19.1%> <18.1%> <221%> <31.6%> <30.1%> <21.2%> <27.6%> <14.2%>
Upper secondary (including craft courses) 11 08 37 18 23 48 65.5 11940
<42.6%> <41.0%> <40.1%> <37.3%> <29.8%> <401%> <38.5%> <34.2%>
Post-secondary - non-degree § § 07 04 05 07 137 336.9
§ § <8.1%> <9.4%> <6.1%> <6.1%> <8.1%> <9.7%>
Post-secondary - degree 07 05 19 05 10 14 18.7 11745
<25.6%> <26.3%> <20.6%> <108%> <134%> <11.8%> <11.0%> <33.7%>
(iii) Employment status
Full-time 19 12 6.4 35 49 83 177 31326
<69.3%> <63.5%> <69.6%> <12.9%> <64.4%> <69.1%> <69.2%> <89.8%>
Part-time / underemployed 08 07 28 13 27 37 523 355.6
<30.7%> <36.5%> <304%> <271%> <35.6%> <309%> <30.8%> <10.2%>
III. Other indicators
Median monthly employment earnings (HK$) 10,800 7,500 9,600 10,500 9,000 10,000 10,000 18,000
Labour force participation rate (%) 144 134 202 221 210 26.7 232 59.6
Unemployment rate (%) 223 28.3 218 143 138 12.0 172 31
Median age 66 65 60 57 59 49 55 44
No. of children ('000) 21 16 8.6 46 83 120 1704 10117
Dependency ratio (demographic)* 1575 1539 1221 1228 1365 999 1074 462
Elderly 1362 1339 932 874 964 611 729 247
Child 213 201 289 354 401 388 345 215
Economic dependency ratio” 6379 6852 4549 4189 4547 3495 3984 913
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Table A.3.15: Socio-economic characteristics of poor population by District
Council district, 2018 (2)

ARG Kowloon City|Wong Tai Sin | Kwun Tong | Kwai Tsing | Tsuen Wan | Tuen Mun R[] Al
(recurrent cash) households | households
(C) Characteristics of persons
I. No. of persons ('000)
(i) Gender
Male 235 294 56.9 342 195 338 469.7 3291.2
(45.2%) (47.0%) (46.5%) (45.8%) (46.6%) (45.3%) (45.9%) (47.8%)
Female 284 331 655 405 24 408 554.6 35937
(54.8%) (53.0%) (53.5%) (54.2%) (53.4%) (54.7%) (54.1%) (52.2%)
(i) Economic activity status and age
Economically active 10.0 145 259 16,6 85 158 2055 35995
(19.2%) (23.2%) (21.2%) (22.2%) (20.4%) (21.2%) (20.1%) (52.3%)
Working 8.2 111 24 139 6.7 135 1701 3488.2
(15.7%) (17.7%) (18.3%) (18.7%) (16.1%) (18.1%) (16.6%) (50.7%)
Unemployed 18 34 36 27 18 23 354 1113
(3.4%) (5.5%) (2.9%) (3.6%) (4.3%) (3.1%) (3.5%) (L6%)
Economically inactive 419 480 96.4 58.1 334 58.8 818.7 32855
(80.8%) (76.8%) (78.8%) (77.8%) (79.6%) (78.8%) (79.9%) (47.7%)
Children aged under 18 90 111 226 129 70 128 169.2 10075
(17.4%) (17.8%) (185%) (17.3%) (16.8%) (17.2%) (16.5%) (14.6%)
People aged between 18 and 64 16.1 185 370 22 119 25 2995 12484
(31.0%) (29.6%) (30.3%) (29.8%) (28.3%) (30.1%) (29.2%) (18.1%)
Student 23 32 49 32 12 31 404 2387
(4.4%) (5.1%) (4.0%) (4.3%) (2.8%) (4.1%) (3.9%) (3.5%)
Home-maker 6.8 75 16.8 98 47 96 1250 569.4
(13.2%) (12.0%) (13.8%) (13.2%) (11.2%) (12.8%) (12.2%) (8.3%)
Retired person 35 34 63 35 38 38 652 2305
(6.7%) (5.5%) (5.2%) (4.7%) (8.9%) (5.0%) (6.4%) (3.3%)
Temporary / permanent il 15 28 49 33 13 37 355 9.4
(2.8%) (4.5%) (4.0%) (4.5%) (3.2%) (5.0%) (3.5%) (L4%)
Other economically inactive* 21 16 41 23 09 24 334 1133
(4.0%) (2.5%) (3.3%) (3.1%) (2.2%) (3.2%) (3.3%) (1.6%)
Elders aged 65+ 16.8 184 368 230 145 25 350.1 10296
(32.4%) (29.4%) (30.0%) (30.7%) (345%) (31.5%) (34.2%) (15.0%)
(iii) Whether new arrival(s)
Yes 20 20 44 24 19 18 309 1108
(3.8%) (3.1%) (3.6%) (3.3%) (4.5%) (2.4%) (3.0%) (L6%)
No 499 605 1180 723 401 728 993.4 67742
(96.2%) (96.9%) (96.4%) (96.7%) (95.5%) (97.6%) (97.0%) (98.4%)
(iv) Receiving social security benefit
OALA* 74 93 202 122 56 129 156.3 4908
(14.3%) (14.9%) (16.5%) (16.4%) (13.4%) (17.3%) (15.3%) (7.1%)
DA 20 22 36 28 11 28 372 1294
(3.9%) (3.5%) (2.9%) (3.7%) (2.6%) (3.8%) (3.6%) (1.9%)
OAA 46 33 54 30 47 32 834 260.6
(8.9%) (5.3%) (4.4%) (4.0%) (11.2%) (4.3%) (8.1%) (3.8%)
II. No. of employed persons (‘000)
(i) Occupation
Higher-skilled 15 13 23 16 10 20 248 1507.7
<178%> <11.8%> <103%> <11.2%> <155%> <151%> <14.6%> <43.2%>
Lower-skilled 6.7 98 200 124 57 115 1453 19804
<82.2%> <88.2%> <89.7%> <88.8%> <84.5%> <84.9%> <85.4%> <56.8%>
(ii) Educational attainment
Primary and below 08 23 36 23 09 25 252 2878
<9.9%> <21.0%> <16.3%> <16.6%> <13.0%> <18.4%> <14.8%> <8.3%>
Lower secondary 28 29 70 42 19 36 470 494.9
<345%> <26.4%> <31.3%> <30.1%> <28.1%> <26.7%> <27.6%> <14.2%>
Upper secondary (including craft courses) 29 38 8.2 59 24 51 65.5 11940
<349%> <34.3%> <36.7%> <42.3%> <35.7%> <37.9%> <38.5%> <34.2%>
Post-secondary - non-degree 05 11 17 08 11 08 137 336.9
<5.7%> <9.8%> <75%> <55%> <15.8%> <6.0%> <8.1%> <9.7%>
Post-secondary - degree 12 09 18 08 05 15 18.7 11745
<149%> <8.5%> <8.2%> <5.6%> <1.4%> <109%> <11.0%> <33.7%>
(iii) Employment status
Full-time 55 75 162 99 45 88 177 31326
<67.2%> <68.1%> <124%> <TL0%> <67.4%> <65.3%> <69.2%> <89.8%>
Part-time / underemployed 21 35 62 40 22 47 523 355.6
<32.8%> <31.9%> <27.6%> <29.0%> <32.6%> <34.7%> <30.8%> <10.2%>
III. Other indicators
Median monthly employment earnings (HK$) 9,600 9,800 10,300 9,800 11,000 9500 10,000 18,000
Labour force participation rate (%) 226 269 25.2 258 234 248 232 59.6
Unemployment rate (%) 179 237 138 16.1 21.0 145 172 31
Median age 53 52 50 51 58 53 55 44
No. of children ('000) 9.0 112 2.1 130 70 129 1704 10117
Dependency ratio (demographic)* 1035 927 979 956 1105 989 1074 462
Elderly 680 582 612 614 752 644 729 247
Child 354 345 367 342 353 345 345 215
Economic dependency ratio” 4213 3315 3715 3498 3913 3721 3984 913
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Table A.3.16: Socio-economic characteristics of poor population by District

Council district, 2018 (3)

AT Yuen Long North Tai Po ShaTin Sai Kung Islands Al Al
(recurrent cash) households | households
(C) Characteristics of persons
1. No. of persons ('000)
(i) Gender
Male 825 252 173 434 214 98 469.7 32912
(46.2%) (46.4%) (45.2%) (46.1%) (46.1%) (50.4%) (45.9%) (47.8%)
Female 495 292 210 50.8 250 9.7 554.6 35937
(53.8%) (53.6%) (54.8%) (53.9%) (53.9%) (49.6%) (54.1%) (52.2%)
(i) Economic activity status and age
Economically active 183 116 76 183 9.0 35 2055 35995
(19.9%) (21.2%) (19.8%) (19.4%) (19.3%) (17.7%) (20.1%) (52.3%)
Working 143 95 63 15.7 74 27 1701 34882
(15.6%) (17.5%) (16.4%) (16.7%) (15.9%) (14.0%) (16.6%) (50.7%)
Unemployed 39 20 13 26 16 07 354 1113
(4.3%) (3.7%) (3.4%) 2.7%) (3.4%) (3.7%) (3.5%) (L6%)
Economically inactive 737 429 308 759 375 16.1 8187 32855
(80.1%) (78.8%) (80.2%) (80.6%) (80.7%) (82.3%) (79.9%) (47.7%)
Children aged under 18 174 104 65 135 6.0 32 169.2 10075
(18.9%) (19.1%) (16.9%) (14.4%) (12.9%) (16.5%) (16.5%) (14.6%)
People aged between 18 and 64 264 164 109 28.6 139 53 2995 12484
(28.8%) (30.2%) (28.4%) (303%) (29.9%) (27.2%) (29.2%) (18.1%)
Student 36 23 11 42 16 09 404 2387
(3.9%) (4.3%) (2.9%) (4.5%) (3.6%) (4.5%) (3.9%) (3.5%)
Home-maker 120 74 44 120 46 19 1250 569.4
(13.1%) (13.6%) (11.5%) (12.7%) (9.8%) (9.6%) (12.2%) (8.3%)
Retired person 55 36 28 6.0 42 13 652 2305
(6.0%) (6.5%) (7.3%) (6.4%) (9.0%) (6.8%) (6.4%) (3.3%)
Temporary / permanent ill 29 16 09 33 17 06 355 9.4
(3.2%) (3.0%) (2.4%) (3.5%) (3.7%) (3.0%) (3.5%) (L4%)
Other economically inactive* 24 15 16 31 18 06 334 1133
(2.6%) (2.7%) (4.3%) (3.2%) (3.8%) (3.2%) (3.3%) (L6%)
Elders aged 65+ 299 160 134 338 176 75 350.1 10296
(32.5%) (29.5%) (34.9%) (35.9%) (37.9%) (38.6%) (34.2%) (15.0%)
(iii) Whether new arrival(s)
Yes 26 15 09 21 09 § 309 1108
(2.8%) (2.7%) (2.2%) (2.2%) (1.9%) § (3.0%) (L6%)
No 89.4 530 375 9.1 456 194 993.4 67742
(97.2%) (97.3%) (97.8%) (97.8%) (98.1%) (99.6%) (97.0%) (98.4%)
(iv) Receiving social security benefit
OALA** 130 72 59 165 74 34 156.3 490.8
(14.1%) (13.3%) (15.4%) (17.5%) (15.9%) (17.7%) (15.3%) (7.1%)
DA 31 19 17 44 15 04 372 1294
(3.4%) (3.5%) (4.5%) (4.7%) (3.2%) (2.2%) (3.6%) (L9%)
OAA 73 32 34 71 46 16 834 2606
(7.9%) (5.8%) (8.9%) (7.6%) (9.8%) (8.2%) (8.1%) (3.8%)
Il. No. of employed persons ('000)
(i) Occupation
Higher-skilled 16 11 09 29 14 § 248 1507.7
<11.3%> <11.3%> <14.9%> <18.4%> <19.2%> § <146%> <43.2%>
Lower-skilled 127 85 54 128 6.0 25 1453 19804
<88.7%> <88.7%> <85.1%> <81.6%> <80.8%> <91.0%> <85.4%> <56.8%>
(ii) Educational attainment
Primary and below 18 15 1.0 19 11 04 252 2878
<12.4%> <16.0%> <15.8%> <11.9%> <14.9%> <13.2%> <14.8%> <8.3%>
Lower secondary 45 29 13 34 18 06 470 494.9
<31.6%> <3L.0%> <20.6%> <21.9%> <24.2%> <22.2%> <27.6%> <14.2%>
Upper secondary (including craft courses) 59 31 29 65 30 12 655 11940
<41.2%> <33.0%> <46.0%> <41.4%> <40.0%> <45.5%> <38.5%> <34.2%>
Post-secondary - non-degree 11 1.0 05 16 07 03 137 3369
<15%> <10.2%> <8.4%> <104%> <101%> <9.4%> <8.1%> <9.7%>
Post-secondary - degree 11 09 06 23 08 03 18.7 11745
<1.3%> <9.8%> <9.1%> <14.4%> <10.8%> <9.7%> <11.0%> <33.7%>
(iii) Employment status
Full-time 104 70 45 10.6 49 18 177 31326
<72.2%> <73.8%> <70.7%> <67.2%> <65.9%> <65.5%> <69.2%> <89.8%>
Part-time / underemployed 40 25 18 52 25 09 523 355.6
<27.8%> <26.2%> <29.3%> <32.8%> <34.1%> <345%> <30.8%> <10.2%>
IIl. Other indicators
Median monthly employment earnings (HK$) 10,500 10,300 10,300 9,500 10,100 9,500 10,000 18,000
Labour force participation rate (%) 236 253 232 219 216 205 232 59.6
Unemployment rate (%) 215 176 17.2 14.0 17.7 210 172 31
Median age 52 51 55 57 60 58 55 44
No. of children (‘000) 174 104 6.6 135 6.0 33 1704 10117
Dependency ratio (demographic)* 1084 983 1124 1050 1087 1310 1074 462
Elderly 689 604 759 756 818 919 729 247
Child 395 380 365 295 269 391 345 215
Economic dependency ratio” 4032 3708 4039 4157 4182 4661 3984 913
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Table A.3.17: Socio-economic characteristics of poor population by housing
characteristic and age of household head, 2018

Household
o . : ) Household
After policy intervention Publicrental | Tenantsin Owner- head aged All poor
) . . ; head aged 65 Al households
(recurrent cash) housing  |private housing | occupiers between households
and above
18 and 64
(C) Characteristics of persons
|. No. of persons ('000)
(i) Gender
Male 2016 498 204.1 2798 1885 469.7 32912
(46.4%) (46.1%) (45.5%) (46.6%) (44.8%) (45.9%) (47.8%)
Female 2326 582 244.1 3205 2320 554.6 3503.7
(53.6%) (53.9%) (54.5%) (53.4%) (55.29%) (54.19%) (52.29%)
(i) Economic activity status and age
Economically active 100.0 243 765 165.0 404 2055 35995
(23.0%) (22.6%) (17.1%) (27.5%) (9.6%) (20.19%) (52.3%)
Working 83.0 201 634 136.1 338 170.1 34882
(19.1%) (18.6%) (14.1%) (22.7%) (8.0%) (16.6%) (50.79%)
Unemployed 171 43 131 289 66 354 1113
(3.9%) (4.0%) (2.9%) (4.8%) (L6%) (35%) (1.6%)
Economically inactive 334.1 836 3717 4352 380.2 818.7 32855
(77.0%) (77.4%) (82.9%) (72.5%) (90.4%) (79.9%) (47.7%)
Children aged under 18 824 36.7 453 1449 209 169.2 10075
(19.0%) (34.0%) (10.1%) (24.1%) (5.0%) (16.5%) (14.6%)
People aged between 18 and 64 1315 346 1258 2529 46.6 2995 12484
(30.3%) (32.1%) (28.1%) (42.19%) (11.1%) (29.29%) (18.1%)
Student 200 52 135 354 51 404 238.7
(4.6%) (4.9%) (3.0%) (5.9%) (1.2%) (3.9%) (3.5%)
Home-maker 60.2 181 443 1059 19.2 1250 569.4
(13.9%) (16.8%) (9.9%) (17.6%) (4.6%) (12.29%) (8.3%)
Retired person 172 38 428 54.7 105 65.2 2305
(4.0%) (35%) (9.6%) (9.1%) (2.5%) (6.4%) (3.3%)
Temporary / permanent ill 224 28 93 292 6.3 355 96.4
(5.2%) (2.6%) (2.1%) (4.9%) (L5%) (35%) (L4%)
Other economically inactive* 116 46 159 218 56 334 1133
(2.1%) (4.3%) (3.6%) (4.6%) (1.3%) (3.3%) (L.6%)
Elders aged 65+ 1202 123 2006 374 3127 350.1 10296
(27.7%) (11.4%) (44.8%) (6.2%) (74.4%) (34.29%) (15.0%)
(iii) Whether new arrival(s)
Yes 113 158 33 262 45 309 1108
(2.6%) (14.7%) (0.7%) (4.4%) (L1%) (3.0%) (L.6%)
No 4228 921 4449 574.0 416.0 9934 67742
(97.4%) (85.3%) (99.3%) (95.6%) (98.9%) (97.0%) (98.4%)
(iv) Receiving social security benefit
OALA** 721 53 7 171 139.2 156.3 4908
(16.7%) (4.9%) (16.0%) (2.8%) (33.1%) (15.3%) (7.1%)
DA 139 23 191 29 142 372 1294
(3.2%) (2.2%) (4.3%) (3.8%) (3.4%) (3.6%) (L.9%)
OAA 85 24 66.4 84 750 834 2606
(2.0%) (2.2%) (14.8%) (L4%) (17.8%) (8.1%) (3.8%)
II. No. of employed persons ('000)
(i) Occupation
Higher-skilled 71 39 128 202 46 248 1507.7
<8.6%> <19.7%> <20.2%> <14.9%> <13.6%> <14.6%> <43.2%>
Lower-skilled 759 161 506 1159 292 1453 19804
<91.4%> <80.3%> <19.8%> <85.1%> <86.4%> <85.4%> <56.8%>
(i) Educational attainment
Primary and below 140 17 89 179 73 252 2878
<16.9%> <87%> <14.0%> <13.1%> QL% <14.8%> <8.3%>
Lower secondary 213 64 126 389 8.1 410 494.9
<32.9%> <32.1%> <19.8%> <28.6%> <24.0%> <27.6%> <14.2%>
Upper secondary (including craft courses) 312 75 253 531 122 655 11940
<37.6%> <375%> <40.0%> <39.0%> <36.2%> <38.5%> <34.29%>
Post-secondary - non-degree 55 17 63 113 24 137 3369
<6.6%> <8.3%> <9.9%> <8.3%> <7.1%> <8.1%> <9.7%>
Post-secondary - degree 50 27 104 149 38 187 11745
<6.0%> <13.5%> <16.3%> <11.0%> <11.1%> <11.0%> <33.7%>
(iii) Employment status
Full-time 568 147 439 952 25 177 31326
<68.5%> <T35%> <69.2%> <69.9%> <66.4%> <69.2%> <89.8%>
Part-time / underemployed 26.1 53 195 409 114 523 355.6
<315%> <26.5%> <30.8%> <30.1%> <33.6%> <30.8%> <10.2%>
IIl. Other indicators
Median monthly employment earnings (HK$) 9500 12,000 10,000 10,000 9,000 10,000 18,000
Labour force participation rate (%) 212 328 186 344 100 232 506
Unemployment rate (%) 17.1 176 17.1 175 162 172 31
Median age 48 33 63 40 70 55 44
No. of children ('000) 83.0 369 456 14538 211 1704 10117
Dependency ratio (demographic)* 909 868 1278 45 4356 1074 462
Elderly 543 229 1046 94 4087 729 41
Child 365 639 232 351 268 345 215
Economic dependency ratio” 3340 3434 4859 2637 9417 3984 913
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B. Supplementary Tables
(1) Key poverty statistics, 2009-2018
Table B.1.1 Poverty indicators (compared with the previous year)
Table B.1.2 Poverty indicators (compared with the poverty indicators before
policy intervention)
(2) Poverty statistics after policy intervention (recurrent + non-recurrent

cash)

Poverty indicators, 2009-2018

Table B.2.1a  Poor households by selected household group

Table B.2.2a  Poor population by selected household group

Table B.2.3a  Poverty rate by selected household group

Table B.2.4a  Annual total poverty gap by selected household group
Table B.2.5a  Monthly average poverty gap by selected household group

Poverty indicators, 2009-2018 (with the 2018 comparison of pre- and post-
intervention poverty indicators)

Table B.2.1b  Poor households by selected household group

Table B.2.2b  Poor population by selected household group

Table B.2.3b  Poverty rate by selected household group

Table B.2.4b  Annual total poverty gap by selected household group

Table B.2.5b  Monthly average poverty gap by selected household group

(3) Poverty statistics after policy intervention (recurrent cash + in-kind)

Poverty indicators, 2009-2018

Table B.3.1a  Poor households by selected household group

Table B.3.2a  Poor population by selected household group

Table B.3.3a  Poverty rate by selected household group

Table B.3.4a  Annual total poverty gap by selected household group
Table B.3.5a  Monthly average poverty gap by selected household group

Poverty indicators, 2009-2018 (with the 2018 comparison of pre- and post-
intervention poverty indicators)

Table B.3.1b  Poor households by selected household group

Table B.3.2b  Poor population by selected household group

Table B.3.3b  Poverty rate by selected household group

Table B.3.4b  Annual total poverty gap by selected household group
Table B.3.5b  Monthly average poverty gap by selected household group
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Table B.1.1: Poverty indicators, 2009-2018 (compared with the previous year)

\ | e ] ww [ aw ] awr [ ws | aw | ws [ as | an 18
(A) Before policy intervention
I, Poor households (000) 5411 5355 5303 5406 5549 555 5698 5622 5040 6129
1. Poor popiaion (000) 13484 13220 12950 13123 1332 1348 13450 13525 13766 14065
I, Poveryate (%) 26 01 195 196 199 196 17 199 01 24
V. Poverty gap
Annual ot gap (HKSM) 44| 5340)] 268917 28,7984 306404 27854 BT | 185103 114575 143155
Montly average gap (HKS) 3] 4 4200 4400 4600 430 50 5500 5800 000
(B) After policy intervention (recurrent + non-recurrent cash)
I, Poorhouseholds (000) 312 342 808 3025 38 354 %38 W1 265 %3
1. Poor popuaton (000) 966 9100 W2 8049 8466 819 8733 9338 %L 9126
Il Poveryrate (%) 143 138 109 120 126 132 18 137 139 133
V. Poverty gap
Al ot gzp (HKSM) 110589 109563 88502 108110 124047 141709] 155044 182080 187710 185048
orty average gap (HKS) 2600 2600 2600 2900 3100 330 3700 3900 3900 4000
1. Poorhouseholds (000) 1 281 s a7 %92 207 814 3040 3084 3163
1. Poor popuaion (000) 1260 §995 6751 6742 6558 6483 6685 7086 08 7302
Il Poveryrate (%) 11 106 102 101 98 9% 98 104 105 106
V. Poverty gap
el ot gzp (HKSM) 95154] 946 99458 106753 110829 118031 136508 | 15,4833 15844 167672
Mol average gap (HKS) 2800 2600 3100 3300 3400 370 4] 4200 4300 4400

Compared with the previous year

Change I%changel Change [%changel Change [%changel Change I%change[ Change I%change[ Change I%changel Change [%changel Change [%changel Change I%change[ Change I%change

(A) Before policy intervention

1. Poor households (000) 55 10 52 10 103 20 143 26 03 01 146 26 124 22 119 20 188 32
11, Poor population (000) 264 200 20 20 174 13 29 18] 14 09 202 15 15 06 22 18 28 22
Il Poverty rate (%) 05 - 05 - @ - 03 - 03 - 01 - 02 - 02 - 03
V. Poverty gap ’
Annual total gap (HKSMn) 5186 200 9488 37| 19066 11 18421 64| 21450 101 27593 84| 29656 83| 23472 17| 28519 69
Monthy average gap (HKS) 100 31 200 47 200 50 200 37 300 69 300 56 300 6.0 300 55 200 36
(B) After policy intervention (recurrent + non-recurrent cash)
1. Poor households (000) 0 19 ;5| 07 317 113 203 65 26 68 16 05 334 94 94 24 12 28
11, Poor population (000) 266 28| 1898 209 847 118 416 52 453 53| 186 21 605 69 179 19 391 41
Il Poverty rate (%) 05 - 29 - 11 - 06 - 06 E 04 - 09 - 02 - 06
V. Poverty gap ’
Annual total gap (HKSMn) -1005 0.9| 21081 -192] 19608 22| 15987 147] 17662 142| 14235 100] 26146 168 562.0| 31 1762 09
Monthly average gap (HKS) @ 0 @ 0 300 98 200 1 200 10 400 105 200 6.7 @ @ 100 19
1. Poor households (000) 4.1 21 18 21 12 04 25 09 14 05 107 40 26 80 44 14 19 26
II.Poor population (000) 265 37| A4 35 09 Q1) 184 21 15 11 203 31 399 6.0 123 17 94 13
Il Poverty rate (%) 05 - 04 - 01 - 03 - 0.2 g 02 - 06 - 01 - 01
IV, Poverygap ’
Annual total gap (HKSMn) 908 10 | 512 55| 795 13| 3876 36| 8302 15| 17666 149] 18235 133] 3611 | 23| 9229 58
Monthly average gap (HKS) @ @| 200 85 200 69 100 46 200 10 400 105 200 49 @| @ 100 32
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Table B.1.2: Poverty indicators, 2009-2018 (compared with the poverty indicators before

policy intervention)

[ I 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 216 217 2018
(A) Before policy intervention
I Poor households (000) 5411 5355 5303 5406 5549 555.2 569.8 582.2 594.0 6129
II. - Poor population (000) 13484 13220 12950 13123 13362 13248 13450 13525 13766 14065
IIl. Poverty rate (%) 26 21 196 196 199 196 197 199 21 204
V. Poverty gap
Annual total gap (HK$Mn) 54244 259430 268917 28,7984 306404 32,7854 355447 385103 414575 443155
Monthly average gap (HK9) 3,000 4,000 4200 4,400 4,600 4,900 5,200 5,500 5,800 6,000
(B) After policy intervention (recurrent + non-recurrent cash)
I Poor households (000) 3612 3542 2808 3125 3328 3554 3538 371 3965 3853
11, Poor population (000) 936.6 9100 1202 8049 846.6 8919 8733 9338 9517 9126
IIl. Poverty rate (%) 143 138 109 120 126 132 128 137 139 133
V. Poverty gap
Annual total gap (HK$Mn) 11,0589 109583 8,850.2 108110 124047 141709 155044 18,2090 18,7710 18,5948
Monthly average gap (HK9) 2,600 2,600 2,600 2900 3100 3300 3,700 3,900 3,900 4000
I Poor households (000) 241 8.1 2105 2717 2692 2007 214 3040 3084 3163
11, Poor population (000) 7260 6995 675.1 6742 655.8 6483 668.6 7086 1208 7302
IIl. Poverty rate (%) 111 106 102 101 98 96 98 104 105 106
V. Poverty gap
Annual total gap (HK$Mn) 95154 942456 9,045.8 10,6753 11,0629 11,8931 136598 154833 15,8444 16,7672
Monthly average gap (HK9) 2,800 2,800 3,100 3,300 3400 3,700 4,000 4,200 4,300 4400

Compared with the poverty indicators before policy intervention

Change |%change| Change ‘%change‘ Change ‘%change‘ Change |%change‘ Change |%change| Change |%change| Change |%change| Change |%change| Change ‘%change‘ Change |%change

(B) After policy intervention (recurrent + non-recurrent cash)

I, Poor households (000) A798| 332|813 -338| -2495] 47| 282 42| 221 400] 198 360|260 3719|1950 335 1975  332| 2215 311
II. Poor population (000) 4118  305| 4120 -312| 5748|  444| B074|  -3B7| 4896 366 4329 27| 4117 51 4187 30| 4250 309 4939 351
IIl. Poverty rate (%) 43 43 47 16 13 44 49 42 42 11
V. Poverty gap
Annual total gap (HK$Mn) 143655|  565|-149846|  -578|-180415|  -67.1|-179874|  -625|-182357 595 -186145 568 -19,9503 561)-203013|  527|-226865|  547(-257206 580
Monthly average gap (HK9) 1400( 349 1500  -361| -1600f -378| -1600{  -350| -1500 25| -1600f  -325| -1500 293 1600 289 1900  -322| 20001 333
I Poor households (000) -2569| 475|574 481| -2598| 490 -2689 497 2857 515 -2845|  512| -2884| 506 -2781|  -478| -2857|  481| 2965 484
11, Poor population (000) 6224\  462| 6225 411| -6199| 479 -6382 486 -6804|  509| 6765| 51| -6764|  50.3| -6439|  476| -6558|  476| 6763 481
IIl. Poverty rate (%) 95 95 94 95 101 -100 99 95 96 98
V. Poverty gap
Annual total gap (HK$Mn) -159090|  -626(-165183|  -63.7(-169459|  630(-181231 629 195775 §39)-208922|  637| 218849 16| -230270|  598|-256132| 618 -275482 622
Monthly average gap (HK9) 1000 287 12000 -300{ -1200f 275 -1200{ -262| -1200 -256( <1300 56| -1200 22| 13001 -230| -1500  -264| -1600| 267
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Table B.2.1a: Poor households by selected household group, 2009-2018

. | No. of households (000) 2018Icompared 2018.compared
Adter policy intervention with 2017 with 2009
ecurrent +non-eeurtentcest) | »oo | ongo | 201t | 2012 | 2013 | 2004 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | aosg C1200E| % |Change %
(1000) |change | (000) |change
Qverall 3612| 3542| 2808| 3125| 3328| 54| 3538 3871| 3065 3853| 12| 28| 241 67
|. Household size
1-person 606 624| 42| 554 567| 658| 699| 845 58| 872 14 A )
2-person 139| 1309| 1129| 1153| 1296 1308| 1384| 1491| 1560| 1497| 63| 41| 159 18
3-person 82| 81| 578 75| 75| 78| 769| 41| 825| 847 2 21| 45| A7
4-person 602| 586| 487| 539| 52| 31| 520 34| 82| 504 78| 34| 98| 163
5-person 46| 19| 16| 130 128 139 128 us| 10| 03| 07| 61| 43| 06
6-persont 58| 45| 36| 43| 42| 51| 38| 43| 31| 30 @ @ 28| 417
Il. Social characteristics
CSSA households 87| 830 607| 657| 672| 602| 514| 520| %66| 47| 40| 47| 91| 478
Elderly households 1| 71| 792| 80| 91| 1054| 06| 1%21| 1322| 1BL7| 05| 04| 6| 430
Single-parent households 57| 600 23] 289 286 280 281 18] 82| 02| 30| 18] 55| A2
New-arrival households R 69| 40| 253| 52| 25| 196 73| 7] 00| 07| 36 37| 420
Households with children 1289] 1228| 994| 1132] 1008| 1123| 1073| 1055| 1123 1005| -118] -105| -284| 220
Youth households 22| 20| 19 22| 15| 17| 18| 19| 22| 35 13] 582 13| 576
lll. Economic characteristics
Economically active households 1738] 1582| 1124| 1314| 1461| 1489| 1400| 1512| 1526| 1462 65| 42| a7 159
Working households W1l 129 90| 1152| 189 1309 1236 1328| 1341| 1288 B3| 39| 33| 94
Unemployed households 37| B3| 194 162 171| 180] 64| 184] 186 14| 2] 64| 44| 452
Economically inactive households 1874| 1960| 1684| 1811| 1867| 2065| 2138| 2360| 2439| 2392 47| 19| 518 26
V. Housing characteristics
Public rental housing 1571 | 1525| 1134| 1273| 1349 1419| 1359| 1413| 1476| 1304 82| 56| 17| U3
Tenants in private housing 92| 15| 5| 170] 20| 28] 50| 62| N8| 33 24 14| 181 836
QOwner-occupiers 1699| 1702| 1394| 1537 1596 15| 17| 2011| 1957| 1927| 30| 15| 28| 134
- ith mortgages or loans 78| 187| 7| 61| 14| 10| 161] 191 191| 193 02 08| 85| 06
- without mortgages and loans 22| 1515| 1247| 1375| 1422| 1555| 1616| 1820| 1766| 1734| 32| 18| 33| 220
V. Age of household head
Household head aged between 18and 64 | 2166| 2059| 1625| 1790| 1888| 1045| 1904] 1992| 2040 1951| 89| 44| 25| 99
Household head aged 65 and above 37| 1471| 174| 1326| 1434| 1603| 1628| 1875| 1900| 1883| 7| 09| 46| 310
V1. District Council districts
Central and Westem 109 114 99| 105| 106 120| 14| 16| 10| 121 15| 10 03 22
Wan Chai 69| 81| 69| 75| 71| 94| 96| 97| 100 103 03 32 34| 488
Eastem 62| 23| 22| 40| 28| 84| 81| 43| 58| 23 14 56 11 41
Southemn 12| 0] 80| 89| 94| w02 96| 109 13| u3l 10| 43 01 09
Yau Tsim Mong 166 167| 144| 180 164 182] 191] 197| 196| 3 17 86 47| 285
Sham Shui Po BO| 25| 188 194 20| 26| 20| 21| 42| B A1 46 01 03
Kowdoon City 170 74| 42| 163 163 193] 22| 195 218 205 13| 60 35| 04
Wong Tai Sin n8| 88| 12| 2| 22| 25| u8| 22| 88| 22| 16| 67| 5] 465
Kwun Tong 32| 31| 25| 314| 5| 37| 33B5| 46| 300| 414 25 64 43 16
Kwai Tsing 00| 22| 24| 41| 47| 20| 45| 80| 22| 2| 30| 41| 48| 65
Tsuen Wan 42| 126 06| 122 136 127 134 11| 158 158 01| 04 16) 14
Tuen Mun 84| 1| 25| 22| 61| 64| 61| 82| 206 80| 15| 52| 03] 1
Yuen Long 29| 46| 20| 00| 264| 04| 31| 75| BI| BV5| 46| 120 06 19
North 180 12| 4| 46| 17| 173 148 22| 198| 194] 05| 23 14 79
TaiPo 43| 127] 03] 02| 130] 136 130| 13| 165 17| 18] 108 04 29
ShaTin 73| 51| 199 21| 71| 29| 01| 6| 389 339 @ @ 66| 3
Sai Kung 5| 133 16| 124 7| 16| 11| 04| 97| 183 4] 0 38| 264
Islands o1 81| 70| 55| 74| 68| 74| 91| 87| 79| 08 89| 12| 128
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Table B.2.2a: Poor population by selected household group, 2009-2018

. | No.of persons (000) 2018Icompared 2018Icompared
After policy intervention vith 2017 Vith 2009
(eourent+nonecurtenteast) | yooo | gngg | ao11 | a0tz | 2003 | aote | 2005 | aons | ooy | oogs | CRO0E| b |Chance] b
(000) |change| (000) |change
Overall 9366 9100| 7202| 8049| 8466 8919| 8733| 98| 95L7| 9126| 1| 41| 40| 26
| Household size
1-person 606) 624| 462| 554| 567| 658| 699| 85| 58| 82| 14| 17| 67| 40
2-person 677| 618| 257 2306 2%92| 2797| 2768| 2983| 3121| 2994| 27| 41| 37| U8
3-person 85| 92| 1133 16| 26| 2333 2%06| 24| 4| mAO| 67| 21| 45| T
4-person 40| 22| 149 57| 83| 2122| 08| 2137| 28| 16| 32| 134 24| 163
5-person 730| 44| 518 652| 641| 693|640 580| 548| 54| 34| K1] 26| 296
6-persont B9 W0| 22| 4| 58| 36| 289] 69| 188 189 01| 04| 70| 473
Il. Social characteristics
CSSA households 1946 1978| 1580 1724 1764| 1505| 01| 1382| 47| 147 01| 08| 00| 4Ll
Elderly households Wi0| 14| 195) 1449| 1555| 1704| 61| 257| 281 70| 1| 05| 600|408
Single-parent households 12) 127 610] 81| 657) 652 655 631 667) S87| 80| 20| -136] 188
New-arrival households 133 938 845 90| 47| 783 659| 596| 672| 633| 39| B8] 49| Ml
Households with children 4670 4420| 3606| 4089| 3036 4068| 30| 88| 3M8| 32| 45| 08| -1M48| 46
Youth households 31| 28| 31| 32| 28| 24| 27| %3] 38| 59| 21| %5 28 888
Ill. Economic characteristics
Economically active households 5683| 5255| 3798| 427 4770| 4888| 4574| 4842| 4%00| 4652 48| 51| 31| 81
Working households 1905| 455| 68| 408| 4336 52| 4167| 4386| 46| 42| 84| 53| B3] 7
Unemployed households 88| 00| 530 419] 44| 46| 47| 455 5| 0| 5| 32| 18] 87
Economically inactive households 63| 3845| 304| 3622| 3696| 4030 4159| 4406| d616| 4474| M2| 31| w1 A5
IV. Housing characteristics
Public rental housing 4395 4283 397| 3769 359 40L1| 03| 81| 3056| 35| 00| 56| 59| 50
Tenants in private housing 500 501 3B4] 4| 625 664] 693] 6| 887 %9 72| 81| 49| 809
Ouner-occupiers 4166 4060| 368| 3B2| 73| 3897| 46| 4374| 24| 41| 84| 43 55| 43
- With mortgages or loans ©B4) 578 M9 43| 503 42| 67| 56| 514 S| 12| 23] 08| 369
- Without mortgages and loans 33| 82| 2819 3079| 3170| 3405| 3479| 28| 3%80| 35| 95 52| B2 18
V. Age of household head
Household head aged hetween 18and 64 | 6425| 6104] 4848| 5338| 5523| 5640| 5473| 5724| 5720] 29| 92| 51| 96| 155
Household head aged 65 and above 3| 91| 35| 2695 2932 %68 38| 3607| 53| 64| 89| 24| 7| 253
VI District Council districts
Central and Westem BL| B4| a0 4| 8| 21| 45| 4| 09| u0| 3| WI| A1 44
Wan Chai W) 157 134 44| 134] 67| 13| 184 188 190 01| 06| 43| 203
Eastem 630 621 03| 59| 640| 678 649 53| 576 S8 21| 37| B2 AL
Southem 87| 0| 0| 29| B2 85| 1| 2| 28] B9 40| 33| 28] 47
Yau Tsim Mong w7 B3| N9 7| w7| 43| @8] a5| 01| Ho| 28] 68| 72| 192
Sham Shui Po 62| 51| 46| 23| 575 609 55| 574 605 0| 55| 91| 62| 04
Kowloon City 04 404 7] B6| W6 460 29| 4| 7] 43| 24| 49] 69| 1l
Wang Tai Sin 62| 637 466 52| 566| 613] 56| 580 6L3| 6| B8] 94| 65| 105
Kwun Tong 69| 99| 693 84| 7| 2| 9| 3| 019 75| 56| 55| uU7| 12
Kwai Tsing 03| 83| 591| 680| 692 79| 674 52| 98| 60| 58| 84| 62| 202
Tsuen Wan %2)  B2| w7| 24| B3| 7| 9| WL ;8| el 02| 05| 15| 40
Tuen Mun 44| 2| 9| S97| 662| 664 625 60| 67| 61| 26| 37| 73] 98
Yuen Long B3| o8| 7| 85| 73| 82| 849 919| 46| 17| 29| 136] 16| 124
North 970 47) B3| 88| W7 40| 84| 50| 42| 47| 5| 0] 0] 20
TaiPo 80| 30| B8] 62| 36| M4| 38| 45| B/2| M| 41| 09| 39| 104
ShaTin 79| 670] S07| 605 695 01| 72| 87| 88| 83| 45| 18] 94| 130
Sai Kung 46) 30| 30| M3 44| 88| 4| 2| 40| 43| 47| 00| 01| 18
Islands 25| 21| 12| ue| 79| 159) 5| 196 17| 168 29| U7| B8 85
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Table B.2.3a: Poverty rate by selected household group, 2009-2018

. , 2018 compared | 2018 compared
- , Share in the corresponding group (%) , ,
After policy intervention with 2017 with 2009
ecurtentnonecuttentcast) | oo | oot | 201t | 2012 | 2013 | 204 | 2015 | 006 | ooy | ogg | CPON0E | 6| Change |
(% poaint) [change | (% point) | change
Qverall 143 138 109 120 16| 132| 128 137] 139] 1233 06 10
| Household size
1-person 159 159 14| 134| 138] 156| 158| 17| 176| 169 07 10
2-person 23| 25| 182| 181| 197| 209| 203| 25| 29| 28 13 17
3-person 46| 137 93| 12| 122| 122| 120 131| 125 129 04 17
4-person 119 15| 96| 108 104| 106 104| 110 120| 1205 15 14
5-person 95| 91| 77| 87| 89| 98| 88| 84| 80| 17 K 18
f-persont 95| 81| 65| 73| 73| 85| 66| 74| 58| 53 {05 42
Il. Social characteristics
CSSA households 09| 405 85| 09| 49| 48| 1| 00| 42| %2 70 47
Elderly households 7] 485 04| 421| 423 439| 422| 460| 451| 421 30 66
Single-parent households N3] R4| we| 8| 27| 09| 37| 5] N2 A3 29 20
New-arrival households U9 BL| 01| 07| 28| 02| 28| 04| 285 %50 35 99
Households with children 158 153 127| 45| 43| 150 42| 43| 48| 133 15 25
Youth households 40| 35| 38| 4l 37| 35| 36| 44| 48| 76 28 36
lll. Economic characteristics
Economically active households o7| 89| 64| 74| 79| 81| 76| 81| 81| 17 04 20
Working households 84 79| 56| 68| 73] 75| 70| 4] 15| W0 05 14
Unemployed households 73| 700| 663 517 6L7] 662) 659| 672] 697| 674 23 39
Economically inactive households 50| 550 489 5LL| 527 546| 537 562| 568| 532 36 28
IV. Housing characteristics
Public rental housing 22| n4| 64| 183] 189 196| 184 189| 191] 179 12 43
Tenants in private housing 14 65) 52| 57 73] 14] 4] 18] 88 W 03 17
QOwner-occupiers 15| 113 89| 99| 03| 09| 11| 123 12| 17 05 02
- with mortgages or loans 53] 41| 32| 35| 39| 39| 38] 45| 43| 44 01 09
- without mortgages and loans 162 158 126 137| 40| 48| 150| 164 163| 154 09 08
V. Age of household head
Household head aged between 18 and 64 w7l ui| 87| 96| 01| 103] 1200 105 108] 101 {05 16
Household head aged 65 and above 86| 83| 20| 41| 2| B3| u4| 265 B§| 242 16 44
V1. District Council districts
Central and Western w1l 10| 94| 95| 103] 04| 12| 16| 99| 13 14 02
Wan Chai 05| 12| 100 106] 1202 126 130 118 19| 119 @ 14
Eastem 15| 14| 92| 04| 18| 126 121 108| 14| 19 05 04
Southem 104 95| 80| 92| 93| 103 98| 105 125 107 18 07
Yau Tsim Mong 135| 135 15| 136 133 41| 43| 32| 17| w7 10 12
Sham Shui Po 77| 171 134 4| 159| 166 45| 152| 161| 148 13 29
Kowloon City 21 02| 2] 12| U3| 105 135 121 B3] 126 07 05
Wong Tai Sin 154 158 15| 137 138 149 3| 13| 52| 138 14 16
Kwun Tong 168| 167| 116 44| 150| 151| 153| 151| 160| 165 05 403
Kwal Tsing 163| 160| 121| 40| 42| 154 137| 152| 3| 132 11 31
Tsuen Wan 131 121 97| 03] 17| 11| 12| 128| 128] 128 @ K
Tuen Mun 158 157| 122| 127 41| 40| 131 43| 152 142 10 16
Yuen Long 78| 18| 135 150| 129] 137| 46| 158| 160| 136 24 42
North 71 182| 132 12| 12| 157| 129| 16| 165 162 K 09
TaiPo 139 12| 93| 94| 13| 121 10| 151 135 119 16 20
ShaTin 125| 15| 86| 02| 14| 15| 17| 132| 131] 128 403 03
Sai Kung 06| 88| 78| 84| 97| 92| 85| 15| 109 98 11 08
Islands 162| 157| 47| 109 133 17| 128 138 133 106 27 56
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Table B.2.4a: Annual total poverty gap by selected household group, 2009-2018

2018 compared | 2018 compared
HK$Mn : :
After policy intervention with 207 with 2009
(euurentnonsecurenteast) oo | oy | oo | aom2 | g | e | oo | s | oy | g | CTONSE| W\ Change) S
(HK$Mn) | change | (HK$Mn) | change
Overall 110589| 109583| 88502| 108110 124047 141709 | 155044 182090| 187700| 185048| -A762| 09| 75%0| 68l
|. Household size
L-person LU88| 12557| 10050| 1350| 14452| 1868| 20854 25106| 2387| 2167| 69| 77| 79| 804
2-person 42007| 4201| 37207| 42634| 50096| 58388| 62135| 7093| 77724| 77060  664| 09| 34963 83l
3-person 297L7| 28308| 19107| 25645| 30474| 34082| 37087| 46365| 44746| 48438 92| 83| 1M1 630
4-person 20540| 20126] 17116| 2002| 21940| 20653 26501| 31511| 34001| 31753 2M8| 66| 1113|546
5-person M57|  4958|  B27| 57| 57| 6070| 6728| 6061|6080 Se60|  420] 69| 103|200
6-persont 189| 1523|193 12| 1L7|  248| 239|254 2m2| 19| B3| 66| 20| 110
Il Social characteristics
CSSA hauseholds 13698| 14373] 10977| 14543| 18182| L6011| 14100| L5767| 16780| 14388 2%1| 43|  690| 50
Elderly households 230L3| 25059| 20051 26866| 28588| 34632| 39005| 49318| 48404| 4884|1520 31| 2371|1037
Single-parent households 6551| 6898| 5572| 6B48| B132| 8655| 9131| 970| 10028| 96LL|  4L7| 42| 3059|467
New-arrival households 62| 8770 7159| 895| g74| 9194| 8%60| 8l66| 947|933 4| 42| 48| 43
Households with chidren 41378 39410| 31675| 38%84| 42631| 46304| 49807| 55005| 59075| 55033 4042 68| 1355|330
Youth households 52| 69| %66| 661|530 592|933  858| 1050 1531|481 58| 109| 1985
lIl. Economic characteristics
Economically active households 52023| 45891| 32003| 39852| 48273| 5.46| 54%06| 64388| 68057| 68286 29| 03| 16%3| 33
Working households 3665| 33334] 23082| 3072| 37913| 40526| 42959| 50084| 54118| 54632 513 09| 187|499
Unemployed households 15568| 12557| 831| 8781| 10360| L1121 L1437| 14104| 13039| 13654 84| 20| 914 123
Economically inactive households 5856| 63693 56489 68258| 75774| 89963| 101548| 117703| 119653| 117662 A%1| 17| 59097| 1009
V. Housing characteristics
Public rental housing 3380| 33M1| 2470| 3M471| 36037| 39929| 41149| 47232| 49%5| 50577| 653 13| 16697| 493
Tenants in private housing BA3T|  4939| 4135| 56B4| 8081 922 10301| 1336| L5085| L7268|  2184| 15| 11832 2176
Owner-occupiers 66245| 65094] 55080| 65727| 73437| 84820] 97380 102567 112834| 109%04| 2930 26| 43860| 59
- with mortgages or loans oLL| 25| S463|  633)  7i80| 86L8| 970| 11205| 11703| 13M1| 1338|114 33| U3
- vithout morigages and loans 56534| 59%9| 496L7| 59194| 65658] 76202| 87709 101362| 101131| 96863| 4%8| 42| 4009] 713
V. Age of household head
Household head aged between 18and 64 | 69038| 65665| 53324| 63457| 75103| 82339| 819| 101662| 104618| 104883 265 03] 35845| 5L9
Household head aged 65 and above 4103] 43436| 34058| 44328| 48666| 590L7| 65679| 8040| 8440| T8L1| 1630| 20| 38608 97
V1. District Council districts
Central and Westem 8| 4865| 42| 85| 55| 625| 642| T012| 6235| TI4|  99| 154| 416|508
Wan Chai 62| 30| 23| 06| B0 492 508| 607|637 612 5| 107 30| 1082
Eastem 049| 921| T65| oBT| 11697| 12885| 13022| 13M3| 13835| 1402 1667| 126 53| 647
Southem 38| 2088 86| 33| 37| 4319| 42| 582 64| 589 85| 31| 2| 600
YauTsim Mong 657 555 566| 6585| 6783 7802| 9%52| 10782| 10400| 10880  180| 17| 43| W7
Sham Shui Po 6821| 7T049| SR21| 6640 80T8| 9182| 8285| 10339| 10667| 92| 75| 63| AL 465
Kowloon Ciy 601 6679 5130| 629| 71| 8655| 10267| 9689| 1190| 10206 04| 95| 005|647
Wong Tai Sin 664 6207| 4679| 6089|6765 LT[ 92| 07| 107|900 7| B3| 236 47
Kwun Tong 902| 9465| 6668| 0426| 10448| 11323| 12087| 14198| 15868| 17ML7|  149] 79|  7Tel6| 802
Kwai Tsing 7%4| 7480 50L| 6819| 76S0| 97| 94L6| 109L0| 10825| 10670 55| 14| 36| 49
Tsuen Wan M33)  483| 36| d616| 4979| 5T88| 6%6| 864| 7T38| 867| w9 12| 4133 W2
Tuen Mun 000| 847| 6591| 7TSL0| 884| 9T29| 10250| 12299| 13632| 1299| A3 98|  4409| 59
YuenLong 9199| 1020 8138| 940| 9786| 11338| 1352| 17196| 17366| 16074| 1202|  T4| 65| 640
North 536 5462| 4547 4760| S036| 7439| 6%60| O7LO| 83| 975| 1082| 122  459| 876
TaiPo 4845 385| 303| 309| 4%66| S6L0| 6346 83| &47| TN5| M3 4| 60| 508
ShaTin 8058 7439| 6138| 7962| 10691| 10769| 12860| 1530| 16230| 16420{ 189 12|  8%2| 1038
Sai Kung Mg6| 4142| 186| 41| S687| 6317| 6503| O06| 10346| %038| 308] 26| 4552|1015
Islands 07| 246 253 284 L3 04| 33| dee6| 439|029 B3| 13| 42
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Table B.2.5a: Monthly average poverty gap by selected household group, 2009-
2018

HKS 2018 compared | 2018 compared
After policy intervention with 2017 with 2009

(recurrent + non-recurrent cash) Change| % |Change| %

2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | 2018 (HKS) [change | (HK$) |change

Overall 2600 2600 2600 2900| 3100 3300| 3700| 3900| 3900| 4000 100 19| 1500|576
| Household size
L-person 1600 1700 1800| 2000| 2100| 2300| 2500| 2500 2200| 2000| -200] 92| 40| 253
2-person 2600 2700 2700 300 3200 3500| 3800| 4000| 4200| 4300 100 33| L700| 636
3-person 2900| 2800 2800 3000 3300| 3700| 4000| 4600| 4500| 4800 200 54 1900 659
4-person 2800 2900 2900| 3100| 3500 3600 4200 4900| 4900| 5300] 400 78] 2400) 848
5-person 2500 2800 2500 3000| 3500 3700| 4400| 4400| 4600| 4600 @ @ 2000 803
6-persont 2800 2800] 2700 3000 3400| 3700| 4500| 4400| 5800| 4800 900 57| 2000] 701
Il. Social characteristics
CSSA households 1400 1400| 1400| 1800| 2300| 2200| 2300 2500 2500 2800 00| 138 1400 1012
Elderly households 2000 2200 2200 2500 2500 2700 2800| 3100 300 3000 00| 28] 90| 425
Single-parent households 2000) 2200 2200 2400| 2900| 3100 3300| 3700| 3600| 4000| 400 99| 1800 862
New-arrival households 2500 2700| 2500 2800 3200 3400| 3600| 3900| 4200 4100 @ @ 1600] 650
Households with chidren 2700 2700 2700 2900| 3200 3400| 3900| 4400| 4400| 4600] 20| 41| 1900 705
Youth households 2000 2700 2500 2500 2900 3000| 4400 3800| 4000 3700 00| 78| L700| 864
lll. Economic characteristics
Economically active households 2500 2400| 2400 2500| 2800| 2900 3200 3500 3700 3900| 20| 48] 1400] 561
Working households 2000) 2100 2100 2200| 2500 2600 2900| 3200| 3400| 3500] 200 51 1400|653
Unemployed households 4100| 4100 3800 4500 5000 5200| 5800 6400 6300 6500  300| 47| 2500 602
Economically inactive households 2600 2700{ 2800| 3100 3400 3600| 4000{ 4200| 4100 4100 @ @ 1500] 574
V. Housing characteristics
Public rental housing 1800 1800 1800| 2100 2200 2300| 2500| 2800| 2800| 3000 200 73] L0 682
Tenants in private housing 2400 2300 2400 2800| 3100 3400| 3500 4200| 3800| 4100] 300 66| L700] 731
QOwner-occupiers 3200) 3200 3300 3600| 3800| 4100 4600 4700 4800| 4800 00| L1 1500] 463
- With mortgages or loans 2900 2900| 300| 3400| 3700 4200 5000 4900| 5100| 5600| 50| 105 2700] 934
- Without mortgages and loans 3300 3300 3300 3600 3800| 4100 4500| 4600| 4800| 4700 00| 25| 1300 405

V. Age of household head

Household head aged between 18 and 64 2700] 2700 2700 3000| 3300 3500| 3900| 4300| 4300| 4500 200 48 1800 68.7

Household head aged 65 and above 2400 2500 2500| 2800| 2800| 3100| 3400| 3600| 3600| 3500 @ @ 1100 478
VI, District Council districts
Central and Westem 3400 3600 3600| 3900 4300| 4400| 4500| 5000| 4900| 4900 100 12| 1600| 473
Wan Chai 3900 3900 3400| 4000 4200| 4000| 5000 5400| 5100 5500{ 400 73] 1600] 399
Eastern 2900 2900 3000| 3300 3500| 3800| 4100 4600| 4300| 4,600 300 66 1700] 583
Southern 2500 2500 3100| 3100 3200| 3500| 4200{ 4000| 4200{ 4000{ -0 53| 1500| 586
Yau Tsim Mong 3000 3000 3000| 3100 3400 3600| 4200 4600| 4400 4100{ -300| 63| 1100 359
Sham Shui Po 2500 2500 2500| 2800 3100| 3200 3300 3700| 3700 3600{ -100| 18| 1100 461
Kowloon City 3000 3200{ 3000 3200{ 3700| 3700| 4000{ 4100| 4300 4100{ -0 38| 1100 368
Wong Tai Sin 2300 2200{ 2300| 2400 2700| 2900| 3000 3400| 3600 3600{ -100| 17| 1300 548
Kwun Tong 21000 2100{ 2100| 2500 2500 2600| 3100 3400 3400| 3400 @ @ 1300] 615
Kwai Tsing 2100 2200{ 2000| 2400| 2600| 2800| 3200{ 3200| 3300{ 3700{ 40| 109| 1600 736
Tsuen Wan 2600 2800 2600| 3100 3100 3800| 4100 4300| 4000| 4500 50| 126) 1900 736
Tuen Mun 2300 2400 2600| 2700 2900 3100| 3300 3600| 3800 3700{ 200 48| 1300 576
Yuen Long 2500 2500 2500| 2700 3100 3100| 3400| 3800 3800| 4,000 200 52| 1500|610
North 2500 2600 2600 2700 2800 3600| 3900| 3600| 3700| 4300 600|  148| 1800 739
TaiPo 2800 2600 2800| 3200 3200| 3500| 4100 3900| 4200| 4100 @ @ 1300] 465
Sha Tin 2500 2500 2600| 2900 3300 3200| 3600| 3900 4000| 4,000 @ @ 1600] 639
Sai Kung 2600 2600 2700| 2800 3200| 3600| 3900| 4000| 4400 4100{ 00| 61| 1500| 593
Islands 2600 2300 2700| 3200 3200| 3400| 4100 4300 4000| 4100 200 39| 1600|607
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Table B.2.1b: Poor households by selected household group, 2009-2018 (with the
2018 comparison of pre- and post-intervention poverty indicators)

- , No. of households (‘000) 2018
After policy intervention
(recurrent + non-recurrent cash) 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 20ta | 20ts | 2ons | 2007 | oons | PO [ %
(000) | change
QOverall 3%12| 3542| 2808| 3125| 3328| 3554| 3538| 387.4| 3965 3853 2215 311
|. Household size
L-person 606| 624| 462| 54| 567| 658| 699 845| 58| 872 1012 537
2-person 1339 1309| 1129| 1153| 1296| 1398| 1384| 1491| 1560| 1497 525 260
3-person 82| 831 578| 705 75| 8| 769 s4l| 85| 847 316 212
4-person 602 86| 487| 539| 521| 531 20| 534| 582| 504 254 335
5-person 146 19| 16| 130 128 139| 18| 116 10| 103 16 529
6-person+ 58| 45| 36| 43| 42| 51| 38| 43| 31| 30 53 634
II. Social characteristics
CSSA households 817| 830| 607| 657| 672| 602| 514 520 566 427 117 724
Elderly households 1) 91| 792 890| 91| 1054| 1106| 1321] 132 1BL7 -1095 454
Single-parent households 570 60| 23| 29| 286 80| 81| a8 22| 02 136 402
New-arrival households R 69 240 53| 52| 25 96| 173 97| 190 5 256
Households with children 1289 1228 94| 1132 1098| 1123| 1073| 1055 1123| 1005 519 341
Youth households 22| 20| 19| 22 15| 17| 18] 19| 22| 35 06 150
lll. Economic characteristics
Economically active households 1738 1582| 1124| 1314| 61| 1489| 1400| 1512| 1526| 1462 868 313
Working households 21| 1329] 930| 1152 1289| 1309| 1236| 1328| 1341| 1288 836 304
Unemployed households 37| 53] 194 162 171] 180 164] 184] 186] 174 32 157
Economically inactive households 1874 1960| 1684| 1811| 1867| 2065| 2138| 2360| 2439| 2302 1407 370
IV. Housing characteristics
Public rental housing 1571 1525| 1134| 1273| 1349| 1419] 1359| 1413| 1476| 1394 -1606 535
Tenants in private housing 92| 15| 15| 70| 20] 28] 60| 62| 38| 563 21 386
QOumer-occupiers 1699| 1702| 1394| 1537| 1596| 1725| 1777| 2001| 1957| 1927 412 176
- with mortgages or loans 28| 187 wW7| 161 174] 10| 161 194| 191 193 38 -165
- without mortgages and loans 1422| 1515 1247| 1375| 1422| 1555| 1616| 1820| 1766| 1734 374 A77
V. Age of household head
Household head aged between 18 and 64 266) 2059| 1625| 1790| 1888| 1M45| 1904| 1992| 2040| 1851 470 308
Household head aged 65 and ahove 37| 1471| 174| 1326 1434| 1603| 1628| 1875 1900 1883 1403 47
VI District Council districts
Central and Westem 19 14| 99| 105 106 120] 14| 116 106| 121 28 186
Wan Chai 69 81| 69| 75| 11| 94| 96| 97| 100 103 A7 143
Eastem %2| 63| 22| 240 218 84| 81| 43| 58] a3 109 285
Southem 112 00| 80| 89 94| 02| 96| 109 123] 13 54 361
Yau Tsim Mong 166 167| 144| 180 164] 182| 191 197 196 A3 47 240
Sham Shui Po BO| 25| 188 194 20| 26| 10| 81| 12| 21 169 423
Kowdoon City 170 174| 42| 163] 163| 193] 22| 15| 28| 25 121 311
Wong Tai Sin 88| 28| 12| 22| 2n2| 05| u8| 22| 88| 22 187 457
Kwun Tong 32| 3mA| 65| 34| 45| 37| B5|  U6| 00| 414 316 433
Kwai Tsing 00| 82| 24| 41| 47| 20| 45| 280 22| 42 24 480
Tsuen Wan 12| 126| 106 12| 136 127| 134 161| 158 158 70 309
Tuen Mun 84| 21| 25| 82| 61| 64| 61| 82| 26| 20 170 318
Yuen Long 09| 46| 20| 300 24| 301| 31| 35| BI| 85 215 390
North 180 172| 144 16| 47| 13| 18| 22| 198) 194 102 345
Tai Po 143 127|103 102 130 136 130| 173| 165 147 49 319
Sha Tin 73| 51| 199 81| 21| 29| 01| 36| 39| 339 201 312
SaiKung 145 133| 116 14| 47| 16| 41| 204 197| 183 90 328
Islands 91| 81| 70| 55| 74| 68| 74| 91| 87| 719 517 416
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Table B.2.2b: Poor population by selected household group, 2009-2018 (with the
2018 comparison of pre- and post-intervention poverty indicators)

- , No. of persons ('000) 2018
After policy intervention
(recurrent+ non-fecurrent cash) 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 20t | 2017 | aong | CEPE | %
(000) | change
Qverall 9%66| 9100| 7202| 8049| 6466| 8919 8733| 9338| 9517| 9126 4939 351
|. Household size
L-person 606| 624| 462 54| 567| 658 699| 845| 858 872 1012 537
2-person 77| 2618| 257| 2306| 2592| 297 2068| 2983| 3121| 2994 -105.1 260
3-person 85| 2492| 1733| 2116| 2326 2333| 2306| 2524| 2474 2540 98 22
4-person 10| 2342| 1949| 2157| 2083| 2122| 2081| 237| 2328| 2016 1014 35
5-person 30| T44| 578| 652| 64l| 693| 640 80| 548| 514 578 529
6-persont B9 W0| 22| 64| 58] 36| 289 269 188 189 336 640
Il. Social characteristics
CSSA households 1046| 1978| 1580| 1724| 1764| 1505| 1401| 1382| 1447 1147 -1979 633
Elderly households 70| 1554 1295| 1449| 1555| 1704| 1764) 2057| 2081| 2070 1381 400
Single-parent households 72| To1| 610 681 657 652| 655 631 667 587 317 391
New-armival households 33| 938| 845| 800| 847| 83| 659| 596| 672| 633 29 214
Households with children 4670 4420| 3606| 4089| 3936 4068| 3850| 3788| 3048 3522 2027 365
Youth households 31| 28 31| 32| 28| 24| 27| 33| 38| 59 21 259
lll. Economic characteristics
Economically active households 5683 555| 3798| 4427| 4770| 4888| 4574| 4842| 4900| 4652 3008 303
Working households 425| 45| 68| 4008| 4336| 452| 4167| 4386| 4u4f| 4212 2924 410
Unemployed households 858 700) 530 419] 434] 436 407 455| 455) 40 85 -16.1
Economically inactive households 3683| 3845| 3404 3622| 3696| 4030| 4159| 4496| 4616| 4474 -1030 301
IV. Housing characteristics
Public rental housing 4305| 483| 397| 3769| 3859| 40L1| 3803| 3881| 3956 3735 3337 472
Tenants in private housing 50| 501) 34| 454] 625| 664 693| 26| 87| 959 524 33
QOumer-occupiers M66| 4060| 3268| 3552| 3673| 3897| 3046| 4374| 4204 4111 1011 197
- with mortgages or loans 84| 578| 49| 473| 503| 92| 467| 546| 514| 526 123 189
- without mortgages and loans 3| MU82| 2819| 3079| 70| 3405| 3479| 3828| 3780| 385 49 199
V. Age of household head
Household head aged between 18 and 64 6425 6104| 4848| 5338| 5523| 5640 5473| 5724| 5720| 5429 2517 322
Household head aged 65 and ahove 2923| 2071| 2335| 2695| 2032 3268| 3248| 3607| 3753 3664 2357 391
V1. District Council districts
Central and Westem B1| B4l 10| n4| 28| 21| U5 44| 09| 40 59 197
Wan Chai Wil 57| 134 44| 134 167 13| 184 188 190 37 163
Eastem 630| 61| 503| 569| 640| 678| 649| 553| 576| 508 242 288
Southern 87| w0l 00| 29| 22| 55| w1l 52| 298] 259 135 343
Yau Tsim Mong 7| 33| 9| 07| 7| 43| 45| 45| 41| 450 154 255
Sham Shui Po 612| 51| 476| 523 575 609| 535 57| 605 550 338 381
Kowdoon City 404 04| 47| 36| 06| 460 499| 54| 407| 413 249 345
Wong Tai Sin 62| 637| 466| 562| 566 613| 586 580| 6L3| 5h6 409 424
Kwun Tong 59| 79| 693| 74| 7| 92| 49| 93| 12019 1075 683 388
Kwal Tsing 803 783| 591| 680| 692| 749 674| 52| 698 640 478 41
Tsuen Wan %2| 2| 7| 24| B3| 7| 39| BL| ;8| 36 153 289
Tuen Mun 44| 42| 69| 597| 62| 664| 625 660 697| 671 364 31
YuenLong 93| 8| 747| 835 23| 782| 849 919 6| 817 478 368
North 47 47| 33| 38| WT| 40| 34| 520 492| 487 20 321
TaiPo 80| 30| 58| 22| 36| 4| 318 45| 3382 M0 160 320
ShaTin 79| 670 507| 605 695| 04| 22| 807 28| 813 450 357
SaiKung 46| 30| 30| M3| 404| 88| 64| 492 470| 423 190 310
Islands 25| 21| 192\ 146 179 159 175 196 197| 168 133 441
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Table B.2.3b: Poverty rate by selected household group, 2009-2018 (with the 2018
comparison of pre- and post-intervention poverty indicators)

o , Share in the corresponding group (%) 2018
After policy intervention
(recurrent + non-recurrent cash) 2009 | 200 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 20ua | 2015 | 2016 | 2007 | aong | SPN%E | %
(%point) | change
Overall 43| 138] 109 20| 126 32| 128 187 139] 1233 71
|. Household size
L-person 59| 59| 14| 134] 138] 56| B8] 17| 16| 169 196
2-person 23| 25| 182 181 197] 2209 03| a5 29| 26 73
3-person ue| 187 93| w2 12| 2| 00| 131] 125 129 48
4-person 19| 15| 96| 08| 104 106 104 10| 120 105 53
5-person 05| 97| 77| 87| 89| 98| 88| 84| 80| 77 86
6-person+ 95| 81| 65| 73| 13| 85| 66| 74| 58] 53 96
Il. Social characteristics
CSSA households 09| 45| 335 399| 429 48] 37| 00| 42| H2 607
Elderly households B7] 45| 04| A1) 43 49| 02| 0] 1] 4l 281
Single-parent households 33| 4| 86| 38| 27| 09| 37| 5| 32| 293 188
New-arrival households 9| B 91| 07| 28| 02| 88| 04| 285 50 94
Households with children 158 153 127 15| 143| 150 42| 13| 148| 133 17
Youth households 40| 35| 38] 41| 37| 35| 36| 44| 48] 16 21
lll. Economic characteristics
Economically active households 97| 89| 64| 74| 79| 81| 76| 81| 81| 17 50
Working households 84| 79| 56| 68| 73] 75| 70| 74| 15| 70 49
Unemployed households 73| 700) 663| 577 6L7) 662 659] 672 697 674 129
Economically inactive households 50| 550| 489| 5L1| 527| 546 537| 562| 568 532 230
IV. Housing characteristics
Public rental housing 22| 24| 164 183] 189 196 184| 189| 10| 179 160
Tenants in private housing 14 65| 52] 57| 13| 14| 74| 16| 88| Al 49
QOwner-occupiers 15| w3| 89| 99| 103 09| w1l 103 2| u1 29
- with mortgages or loans 53| 41| 32| 35| 39 39| 38| 45| 43| 44 11
- without mortgages and loans 562) 158 126 137| 40| 18] 150 164 163| 154 38
V. Age of household head
Household head aged between 18 and 64 17| w1l 87| 96| 01| 03] 100] 1205 06| 101 48
Household head aged 65 and ahove 26| 83| 20| 41| 2| 53| 44| 65| 58] U2 155
VI, District Council districts
Central and Wester 1] 10| 94 95| 103 04| 12| 16 99| 13 28
Wan Chai 05| 12| 100 106 1202 126 130 18 1.19] 19 23
Eastem 15| 14| 92| 104 18] 6 01| 08| 4| 119 47
Southem 4] 95| 80| 92 93| 03] 98| 105 15| 107 56
Yau Tsim Mong 135 135 15| 136 133] 41| 13| 132] 87| w7 50
Sham Shui Po 77| 1| 134] 44| 159 166 145 152| 161 148 91
Kowioon City 21 22| 2| U2 13| 25| 135 01| 133] 126 67
Wong Tai Sin 154] 158 15| 137| 138] 49| 43| 13| 52| 138 102
Kwun Tong 68| 167 116 44| 150 151 153 151| 160 165 105
Kwai Tsing 163 160 11| 40| 42| 154 187 152] 3| 132 98
Tsuen Wan 131 121 97| 108 7| w1 12| 128 128 128 53
Tuen Mun 58] 157| 2| 7| 41| u0| 131 13| 52| 2 17
Yuen Long 178 18| 135 150 19| 137| 146 158 160 136 79
North 171 62| 132 132 132 57| 129 16| 165 162 11
TaiPo 139 12| 93] 94| 3| 14| 10| 51| B35 119 56
ShaTin 15| 15| 86| 02| 14| us| wr| 132 131 128 71
Sai Kung 106 88 78| 84| 97| 92| 85| 15| 1.09] 98 44
Islands 162 57| 17| 09| 133] 17| 108 138] 133] 106 84
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Table B.2.4b: Annual total poverty gap by selected household group, 2009-2018
(with the 2018 comparison of pre- and post-intervention poverty

indicators)
o , HK$Mn 2018
After policy intervention
(ecurtent+nonecurenteast) | gq09 | p039 | 011 | 2012 | 2018 | 2014 | 2015 | 2ot | ooa7 | oous | TV |
(HKSMn) | change
Overall 11,0589 | 109583 | 88502 | 108110 | 124047 141709 | 155044 | 182090 18,77L0| 185948 | 25,7206 580
| Household size
1-person 11788 12557| 10252| 13550| 14452| 18268| 20854| 25106| 23037| 2167| 58169 732
2-person 42097| 42000| 37207 | 42634| 50096| 58%88| 62135| 70793| T7i24| TI060| 96126 555
3-person 207L7| 28308| 19197| 25645| 30474| 34082| 37087| 46365| 44746| 48438| 49363 505
4-person 20540| 20126| 17116| 20102| 21940| 22653| 26504| 315L1| 34001| 31753| 34919 524
5-person M57| 48| 27| 47| 5367| 6070| 6728| 6061| 6080| 5660| L2581 690
6-persont 1989| 1523| 193] 12| 17L7| 248| 2039| 54| 2122| 1769 6049 114
Il. Social characteristics
CSSA households 13698| 14373| 10377 14543| 18182| 160LL| 14100| 15767 16780| 14388| 127071 898
Elderly households 230L3| 25059| 20951 | 26866| 28588| 34632| 39005 493L8| 48404| 46884 -107452 696
Single-parent households 655.1| 6898| 5572 6848| 8132| 8655| 9131| 9570| 10028| 96LL|  -28324 747
New-arrival households 9862 8770| 7159| 8495| 9774 9194| 8360| 8166| 9847| 9433| 10599 529
Househalds with children 41378| 39410| 31675| 38984| 42631| 4639.4| 49807| 55905| 59075| 55033 80502 594
Youth households 52| 629 566 661 530 592 933 88| 1050| 1531 617 287
lll. Economic characteristics
Economically active households 52023| 4589.1| 32003| 39852| 48273| 51746| 54306| 64388| 68057| 68286| 72935 516
Working households 36455| 33334|23082| 31072| 37913| 40526| 42959| 50284| 54118| 54632| 63634 538
Unemployed households 15568| 12557| 8931| 8781| L0360| 11221| 11437| 14104 13939] 13654 9301 405
Economically inactive housenolds 58566| 63693| 56469| 68258| 75774| 89963| 10,1548 | 10,7703 | 119653 | 117662 |  -18427.2 610
IV. Housing characteristics
Public rental housing 33880 33%1| 24470| 31471| 36037| 39929| 41149| 47232| 49925| 50517 160524 760
Tenants in private housing 5437( 4939| 4135| 5684| 8081| 9222| 10304| 13316| 15085| 1768|  -25303 504
QOwner-occupiers 66245| 65004| 55080| 65727| 73437| 84820| 97380| 112587 112634| 100904| 65697 314
- with mortgages or loans g7L1| 6525| 5463| 6533| 7780| 8618| 9670 11225| 11703] 13041 3838 21
-Without mortgages and loans 56534| 59369| 496L7| 59194| 65658| 76202| 87709| 101362 10113.1| 96863| 61859 390
V. Age of household head
Household head aged between 18 and 64 69038| 65665| 5332L1| 63457| 75113| 82339| 89619| 101662 | 104618| 104883 -108106 508
Household head aged 65 and above 41203| 43436| 34858| 44328| 48666| 59007| 65679| 80140| 81440| 798LL| -148757 5.1
VI, District Council districts
Central and Westem 4TI8|  465| 4322| 4935 5465| 6275| 6642| T0L2| 6235| 7194 4409 380
Wan Chai 62| 3770| 2853| 3606| 3550| 4492| 5709| 6307| 6137| 6792 2862 28
Eastem 9049 923.1| 7665| 9487| 11697 12885| 13822| 13343| 1335| 14902| 13026 43
Southem 368| 2088| 2086| 333| /37| 4319| 4822| 5232| 6204| 539 6955 563
Yau Tsim Mong 6057| 5955| 5166| 6585 6783| 7892| 9552| 10782| 10400| 10580 9866 43
Sham Shui Po 6621| 7049| 5521| 6640| 8078| 9182| 8285| 10339| 10667| 9992| 16951 629
Kowloon City 6201| 6679| 5130| 6279| 7131| 8655| L02%67| 9689| 11280| 10216| 12529 551
Wong Tai Sin 6564| 6207| 4679| 6089| 6765| TILT| 7972| 9007| 10357| 9500| 18534 8.1
Kwun Tong 9502| 9465| 6668| 9426| 10448 11323| 12987| 14198| 15868| L71L7| 36165 619
Kwal Tsing 7364| T480| 5201| 68L9| 7650 92L7| 94L6| 109L0| 10825| 10670|  -22368 611
Tsuen Wan 33| 463 3%66| 4616| 4979| 5788| 6586| 8264| 7638 8567 7943 41
Tuen Mun 7890| 8147| 6591| 7510|8984 9729| L10250| 12299| 13632| 12299  -19960 619
Yuen Long 90799| 10210| 8138| 9840| 9786 11338| 13%2| 17196| 17366| 16074| 25406 612
North 53L6| 5462| 4547| 4760| 5036| 7439| 6860| O7L9| 8893| 9975| L1972 546
TaiPo 4845| 3985| 93| 309| 4966| S610| 6346| 8203| 847|705 7918 520
ShaTin 8058| 7439| 6138| 7962| 10691| 10769| 12960| 15230| 16230| 16420| 22154 5.1
Sai Kung M86| 4142| 3786| 441| 5687| 6377| 6593| O706| 10346 9038| L0574 539
Islands 97| 46| 53| 2084| 2813| 204| 3623 4646| 4139|3920 6115 609
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Table B.2.5b: Monthly average poverty gap by selected household group, 2009-
2018 (with the 2018 comparison of pre- and post-intervention
poverty indicators)

. , HK$ 2018
After policy intervention
Ot O AN 008 | 2010 | 2010 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 016 | 207 | 2o | POV | %
(HK$) | change
Overall 2600 2600 2600 2900| 3100 3300 3700] 3900 3900| 4000 2,000 333
|. Household size
L-person 1600 1700| 1800 2000 2100 2300 2500| 2500 2200 2000 -1500 422
2-person 26000 27000 2700 3100| 3200 3500 3800| 4000 4200| 4300 2,800 399
3-person 2000 2800 2800 3000| 3300 3700 4000| 4600 4500| 4800 2,200 320
4-person 2800 2900 2900| 3100 3500 3600| 4200] 4900 4900| 5300 2,100 284
5-person 2500 2800 2500 3000| 3500 3700 4400| 4400| 4800| 45600 2400 341
6-persont 2800| 2800 2700 3000 3400 3700| 4500 4400 5800| 4800 3,000 31
Il. Social characteristics
CSSA households 1400| 1400 1400| 1800 2300 2200 2300| 2500 2500| 2800 4800 632
Elderly households 2000| 2200 2200 2500 2500{ 2700| 2900 3,100 3100 3000 2400 444
Single-parent households 2000{ 22000 2200 2400| 2900 3100 3300| 3700 3600| 4000 5400 576
New-arrival households 2500 2700 2500 2800 3200 3400 3600| 3900 4200] 4100 2400 367
Households with children 27000 27000 2700 2900 3200 3400 3900| 4400| 4400| 45600 2,800 384
Youth households 2000{ 2700| 2500 2500| 2900 3000 4400| 3800 4000| 3700 700 162
lll. Economic characteristics
Economically active households 2500| 2400 2400 2500 2800 2900| 3200 3500 3700 3900 -1,200 29
Working households 2100|2100 2100{ 2200 2500 2600| 2900 3200 3400| 3500 1,100 238
Unemployed households 4100 4100 3800| 4500{ 5000] 5200| 5800 6400[ 6300 6500 2,700 204
Economically inactive households 2600| 2700) 2800| 3100 3400{ 3600 4000| 4200 4100| 4100 2,500 381
V. Housing characteristics
Public rental housing 1800 1800 1800| 2100{ 2200 2300 2500| 2800 2800| 3,000 2,800 485
Tenants in private housing 2400) 2300 2400 2800 3100{ 3400| 3500 4200 3800| 4100 2,100 340
Owner-occupiers 3200 32000 3300 3600| 3800 4100 4600| 4700 4800| 4800 -1500 240
- with mortgages or loans 2900| 2900) 3100{ 3400| 3700| 4200{ 5000] 4900 5100] 5600 500 75
- without mortgages and loans 3300 3300 3300] 3600) 3800 4100 4500] 4600 4800] 4700 -1,600 258
V. Age of household head
Household head aged between 18 and 64 2700 2700| 2700{ 3000 3300| 3500{ 3900 4300 4300| 4500 -1,800 288
Household head aged 65 and above 2400 2500 2500 2800 2800 3100 3400| 3600 3600| 3500 2,300 301
VI, District Council districts
Central and Westem 3400 3600| 3600| 3900 4300 4400 4500] 5000{ 4900| 4900 -L500 238
Wan Chai 3900 3900 3400 4000| 4200 4000 5000 5400 5100 5500 -1,200 179
Eastem 2000 2900 3000 3300| 3500 3800 4100] 4600 4300| 4600 1700 207
Southem 2500 2500 3100 3100| 3200 3500 4200] 4000 4200] 4000 -1,900 317
Yau Tsim Mong 3000 3000 3000 3100| 3400 3600| 4200| 4600 4400| 4,100 -1,900 319
Sham Shui Po 2500 2500 2500 2800 3100 3200 3300] 3700 3700| 35600 -2,000 37
Kowdoon City 3000 32000 3000 3200| 3700 3700 4000| 4200{ 4300| 4100 1700 286
Wong Tai Sin 2300{ 22000 2300 2400| 2700 2900 3000] 3400 3600| 35600 2,200 376
Kwun Tong 2000| 2100 2100 2500 2500{ 2600| 3100 3400 3400| 3400 2,600 434
Kwai Tsing 2000{ 22000 2000 2400| 2600 2800 3200| 3200{ 3300| 3700 2200 379
Tsuen Wan 2600 2800 2600 3100| 3100 3800 4100] 4300 4000| 4500 -1500 249
Tuen Mun 2300 2400] 2600| 2700| 2900 3100 3300] 3600 3800| 3,700 2300 387
Yuen Long 2500 2500 2500 2700| 3100 3100 3400| 3800 3800| 4000 2300 34
North 2500 2600 2600 2700| 2800 3600 3900| 3600 3700| 4300 -1,900 306
TaiPo 2800 2600 2800 3200| 3200 3500 4100 3900 4200| 4,100 1700 296
ShaTin 2500 2500 2600 2900 3300 3200 3600| 3900 4000| 4000 2,000 332
Sai Kung 2600 2600 2700 2800 3200 3600 3900| 4000 4400| 4,100 -1,900 314
Islands 2600] 2300] 2700 3200| 3200 3400 4100 4300 4000| 4100 -2,000 331
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Table B.3.1a: Poor households by selected household group, 2009-2018

Overall 41| 2181| 2705| 271.7| 2692| 2707| 2814| 3040| 3084| 3163 19 26| %2 13
|. Household size
L-person 495 542| 528 52| 552| 603| 661 765 755 798 43 57| 303|613
2-person 1057] 1018| 1052| 1025| 1049 1071| 1088| 1135| 1190| 1217 27 23| 160|151
3person 693| 641| 548| 587 603| 551| 566| 646| 606| 651 45 4] 42| 4l
4-person 5| 44| 47| 44| 34| 3%6| 380 39| 434 05| 39| 91| 61| 133
5-person 98| 101| 98| 97| 89| 84| 91| 78| 74| 80 06 19 8| 185
6-persont 42| 34| 33| 31| 25| 33| 28| 27| 24| 22| 02| 85| 20| 81
Il. Social characteristics
CSSA households 41| 476| 49| 426| 415 28| 96| 25| 80| 2656 14 Bl 95| 423
Elderly households 03| 77| 70| 801| 41| 881| 92| 1112| 1073| 1160 87 82| 47| 650
Single-parent households 188] 179] 161 168) 164] 144 152 40| 139] U5 05| 39] 43| Bl
New-arrival households 7| 198 200 23| 187| 160 149 138 152| 155 03 22 92 311
Households with children 983| 912| 54| 859| 783| 44| 770| 44| 800| 765 35 43| a8 22
Youth households 19 19| 200 25| 17| 16| 17| 19| 22| 34 12| 542 15 761
IIl. Economic characteristics
Economically active households 1358| 1200| 1110| 1100| 1078] 10013] 998| 1065 1089| 1082| 7] 07| 276] 03
Working households 1083 990 96| 950 927| 66| 858 912| 935 935 @ @ 48| 137
Unemployed households a5 20 73] 50| 150 47| 40| 13| B55| 8| 7|  AT| 128|465
Economically inactive households 1483| 1580| 1595| 1617| 1615| 169.3| 1816| 1975| 1994| 2081 87 44] 508 403
IV. Housing characteristics
Public rental housing 685) 630 578) 6L0| 570 485| 00| 495| 508] 531 23| 45| 54| 25
Tenants in private housing A1 194] 05| 05| 41| 57| 00| 204 382 385 53| 158 173 819
Owner-occupiers 1704 1813| 1766| 1744| 1703| 1782| 1855| 2064| 2039| 2060 21 10| 26| 148
- ith mortgages or loans 26| 04| 01| 182 187 173| 167 108| 23| 206 03 i N
- without mortgages and loans 1498| 1610| 1565| 1562| 1526| 16L0| 1689| 1866| 1837| 1855 18 0| »B1| 238
V. Age of household head
Household head aged between18and 64 | 1728| 1618| 1565| 1522| 1467| 1413| 1461| 1496| 1539| 1529 10| 06| 199 115
Household head aged 65 and above 1105| 1150| 1133| 1187| 1220| 1288| 1346 1540| 1520| 1614 94 62| 509 461
VI, District Council districts
Central and Westem 22| 1200 114 18| 11| 122| 128 17| 105 125 200 193 03 26
Wan Chai 74| 84| 78| 83| 74| 95| 100 98 95| 102 07 12 28] 382
Eastem A5\ 47| a5 23| 87| 29| 40| 107 u8| 42 250 13 28| 128
Southem 190 69| 70| 73| 73| 75| 74| 83| 95| 87| 08| 87 08 102
Yau Tsim Mong 168 175 178| 195 176 183| 200| 203| 198 25 17 88 471 81
Sham Shui Po 172 173 168| 155 172| 168| 156| 167| 171| 164| 08| 44| 08| 49
Kowloon City 150 159| 152| 146 143| 57| 166| 157| 165 168 03 19 19 125
Wong Tai Sin 152 139 137| 155 134| 128 136 17| 152 150 02| 13| 02| 15
Kwun Tong 26| 08 10| 21| 20| 193] 03| 02| 16| 243 28] 130 18 78
Kwai Tsing 166 156 142| 159 140| 154 139| 158| 159| 155 04| 26| 11| 65
Tsuen Wan 18| 11| 15| 114 18| 14| 15| 136| 137 143 06 47 25 a6
Tuen Mun 80| 24| 28| u8| 80| 09| 22| 81| 49| 48| 02| 06 18 17
Yuen Long 07 05| 29| 22| 26| 252| 83| 80| 36| 30| 05 A7 13 45
North 53| 51| 152| 12| 131| 47| 131| 188| 175 180 05 30 27| 115
Tai Po 125 109 07| 97| 12| 18| 16| 9| 141 10| 01| 10 15 122
Sha Tin 04| 187| 189| 186| 216| 196| 24| 20| 50| 265 15 59 61| 297
Sai Kung 113 106 109 110 19| 12| 11| 163| 169 156 13| -8 43 381
Islands 190 66| 73| 49| 64| 55| 66| 83| 73| 70| 04| B2| 09| 16
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Table B.3.2a: Poor population by selected household group, 2009-2018

Overall 7260| 6995| 6751 6742| 6558| 6483 6686| 7086| 7208| 7302 |l 13 42 08
|. Household size
1-person 05| 52| 528 552 52| 603| 661 765 755|798 431 57 03| 613
2-person ALA| 36| 204| 2050| 2007| 241 76| 2271| 20| 234 54| 23] 30| 151
3-person 80| 1924] 1643| 1762| 1810| 1653| 1699| 1939| 1819| 1953 134 74| 26| 41
4-person 1821 1717|187 1697| 1496| 1463| 1522| 1%55| 1135| 1578 57| 91| 43| 133
5-person 2920 506 40| 487| 44| 48| 454 B ;2| 41 29| 79] o1 185
6-persont %8| 09| 199 194 158 05| 175 67| 6| 1B7| 0| 66| 21| 470
Il. Social characteristics
CSSA households 109 1148| 1074| 1105| 1099| 37| 28| 67| 59| 6| 13| 7| 63| %7
Elderly households 121 1229 127| 1282| 1342| 1398] 1499| 1700 1660| 1796  136| 82| 675 602
Single-parent households 55| S04| 46| 480 467 49| M2 44| 49| 41 120 28 4| 119
New-arrival households 1) 685 689 740 628| 50| 494| 467| 514| 518 04| 09| B3| A
Households with chidren B18| 61| 3099| 3083| 2087| 2690| 2782| 2662| 2834| 2693| 40| 49| 25| 34
Youth households 27| 28| 32| 36| 30| 24| 21| 36| 39 57 18| 467 30| 1128
IIl. Economic characteristics
Economically active households 1354 3928| 3669| 08| 27| 36| 31| 36| W13 2| 31| 09 42| 20
Working households 24| 3%B4| 3210| 14| 3050| 26| 274 2977 3090| 3068 22| 07| 5G| 153
Unemployed households 80| 574 459] 4| 7| k0| 8| 9| B3| ;4| 09| 24| BI| 488
Economically inactive households 06| 3067| 3082| 3144| 3131| 37| 65| 37L9| 36| 360|124 33| %4l 8
IV. Housing characteristics
Public rental housing N01| 1852| 1703 1851| 1644| 1305 1451| 1444| 1467| 1530 63| 43| 411| B5
Tenants in private housing 58| 55| 530| 536| 673 733| 824| 806| 887| 1037 10| 169| 459 794
QOwner-occupiers 404\ 4333] 46| 04| 04| do01| 4112| s81| 74| M02| T2 18| 02 @
- with mortgages or loans 89| 628 620] 537 539| 492| 485| %62| 47| 566 19] 35| %3] %3
- Without mortgages and loans BL5| 3705 3606 3bL7| 3%65| B/LY| 27| 19| 37| 3,36 A1 23] Rl 4l
V. Age of household head
Household head aged hetween 18 and 64 5009| 4697| 4515| 47| 4131| 32| 4083| 77| 46| 4191)  26| 06| BL9| 163
Household head aged 65 and above 24| 24| 21| 811| 2418| 2550| 00| 290L| 2952| 3077|125 42| 83| 317
V1. District Council districts
Central and Westem B9 %S| 42| u4| B4| B0 49| u4| 04| 246 421 05 431 Sl
Wan Chai 154 163 155| 162 138 169| 180 186 172| 191 19 13 37|l
Eastem 22| 45| 01| 516 512| 51| 531| 424| 466|516 50| 108 25 5l
Southem 97| 165 164 182| 174| 177| 185 186 30| 188 42| 82| 09| 45
Yau Tsim Mong B4 2| 1] 2| 42| 41| 89| 1] 04| B85 M| 13 00 182
Sham Shui Po 52| 46| 404 40| 40| 49| 32| 41| 41| 1| 200 49| 62| 136
Kowloon City B %5 65| B3| BO| B/B| ;79| BB| 70| 388 18] 49 31 88
Wong Tai Sin 06| 30| 35| 02| B RI| k9| k1| B7| 66| 21| 55| 30| -6
Kwun Tong 53| 541 472| %7 534|  412|  m2|  524| 51| 628 6] 138 540 95
Kwal Tsing 52| 43| 2| 3] w1\ 45|yl 45| N1 41 10| 24| 51 13
Tsuen Wan N4 00| 03| w2l w3 w8 20| 0| Bo| W1 1 33 471 160
Tuen Mun 624 652 614| 57| 54| 516|533 B4l 593|596 03| 04| 29| 46
Yuen Long 80| 828 789 65| 637| 633 0| 71| 7r7| 738 39  BI| 02| 122
North 20| 45| 93| 1| ¢8| BS| BVE| 43| 06| 41 15| 3% 2 52
TaiPo BO| 24| 65| 47| 7| 07| 27| k8| 7| N4l 03] 09 06| A7
ShaTin 8| 3| 4| ar3] 3| 42| 53| 578 09| 613 14 82| 155
Sai Kung 21| %69 89| 27| 00| 83| 29| ;9| 03| 5| 48| 122 w4
Islands 185 168 191 18| 146 122 1] 13| 18| 16| 22| 41| 49| %3
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Table B.3.3a: Poverty rate by selected household group, 2009-2018

Overall 1] 106 1202| 101 98| 96| 98| 104| 1205 106 01 05
|. Household size
1-person 130| 138 130 133| 134 143| 150| 160| 155 155 @ 25
2-person 176 167 169| 161| 159| 160| 159| 164| 167| 168 01 08
3-person 18| 106 88| 93| 95| 86| 88| 100 92| 99 07 19
4-person 90| 87| 88| 85| 75| 73| 76| 80| 90| 82 08 08
5-person 64| 66| 66| 65 62| 59| 62| 56| 55| 60 05 04
b-persont 69| 61| 58| 54| 45| 55| 48| 46| 45| 39 06 30
Il. Social characteristics
CSSA households 21| 85| 28| K6 67| a4 19| a71| 21| 29 08 02
Elderly households 31| 83| 34| 33| 3%5| 360| 3BI| 3BO| 60| 365 05 06
Single-parent households 28| n5| 4] 5| B3I Al n4]l nll 02| A5 13 13
New-arrival households 62| K6 87| 46| 43| a3 a6 a5 28| 204 14 58
Households with children 19| 13| 09| 10| 01| 99| 103| 1.00| 106| 102 04 17
Youth households 34 34| 40| 45| 39| 35| 35| 47| 49| 73 24 39
Ill. Economic characteristics
Economically active households 74| 67| 62| 60| 57| 54| 53| 56| 58] 57 01 17
Working households 63| 58] 55| 54| 51| 49| 48] 50| 52| 51 {1 12
Unemployed households 606| 573| 574| 528| 535| 546| 563| 574| 87| 572 15 34
Economically inactive households 42| 439 43| M3 4b| 438 44T| 465 460| 459 01 17
V. Housing characteristics
Public rental housing 01] 93] 85| 90| 81| 68] 70| 0| 1| 13 02 28
Tenants in private housing 81| 71| 71| 67| 78| 82| 88| 85| 88| 98 10 17
QOwner-occupiers 21| 120 16| 13| 10| 13| 15| 16| 127| 125 02 04
- With morigages orloans 57 45| 44| 40| 41| 39 39 46| 46| 48 02 09
- Without mortgages and loans 70| 169| 162 157| 150 153| 156 168| 169| 164 05 06
V. Age of household head
Household head aged between 18 and 64 91| 85| 81| 78| 75| 72| 15| 71| 18] 18 @ 13
Household head aged 65 and above A9 a7 20| 212 00| 197 194 23| 23| 203 @ 16
VI, District Council districts
Central and Westem 114 115 109| 108 105| 105 114 116 96| 116 20 02
Wan Chai 11| 16| 16| 19| 15| 17| 135 19| 108 120 12 09
Eastem 89 91| 92 94| 94| o7| 99| 83| 92| 102 10 13
Southern 19| 66| 68| 73| v0| 71| 15| 71| 96| 78 18 01
Yau Tsim Mong 138) 138 40| 44| 41| 11| 18| 134| 138] 18 10 10
Sham Shui Po 131 120 4| 13| 19| 14| 01| w07 1208 105 04 26
Kowloon City 07| 10| 07| 97| 97| 97| 03| 96| 99| 104 05 03
Wong Tai Sin 98 92| 90| 96| 82| 0| 87| 87| 96| a1 05 07
Kwun Tong 000 92| 79| 92| 86| 76| 86| 85| 87| 96 09 04
Kwai Tsing 92| 88| 76| 89| 78| 85| 75| 84| 80| 83 03 09
Tsuen Wan 106 106 03] 95| 100 97| 94| 108 12| 116 04 10
Tuen Mun 133 138 132 19| 122 108 12| 18| 19| 126 03 07
Yuen Long 61| 155 13| 187 13| 11| 125 136 131 123 08 38
North 4| 141 15| 7| 16| 131 13| 146 13| 147 04 03
Tai Po 1200 99| 96| 89| 95| 105 96| 17| 15| 13 02 07
Sha Tin 92| 84| 81| 79| 88| 78| 85| 94| 95| o7 02 05
Sai Kung 82| 68| 71| 70| 73| 67| 65| 89| 91| &0 11 02
Islands 133 120 46| 88| 109 90| 03| 122| 07| 86 21 41
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Table B.3.4a: Annual total poverty gap by selected household group, 2009-2018

Qverall 05154| 94246| 99458| 106753| 110629| 118031| 136598| 154833| 158444 167672 8| 72518

|. Household size
1-person 12028 L3069| 13804 16409] 16402| 19040| 21821| 25479| 23%9| 2%60|  530| 23| L1m2| %7
2-person 30025| 370T8| AMTS| 52| 48379| 52753| 59159| 64534| 69%89| 706| 4e47| 67| 3581 4
3-person 2448| 23006| 20M4| 23%8| 24215 25510 2926| 35078| 34290| 38019 39| 09| 13673 %62
4-person 16083 1557| 17083| 18612| 16739| 16282| 19871| 2361| 25425 25882 457 18]  9m9| 609
5-person 369 35| 30| 78| 22| 26| 4966| 4M44|  4526| 489 62| 14| 1419] w8
6-persont W3] 10| 191 15| wr3| 1520|1417 1614] w17|  198) 23 4w

Il Social characteristics
CSSA households 45| 8025| 705| 968| 10209| 7058|7650 7M3|  7TBLS|  ®n1| %6 71| 625 81
Elderly households 21479| 24604| 2651) 30452| 29092| 3390| 3976| 47735| 46038| 5083|  5M5|  114] 29804] 1388
Single-parent households 94| 4663|4376 4702|5115 5140| 588| 5431| 6LL1| 6633|522 85| 39| M4
New-arrival households 6766 5870| 6102 6848| 6725 53| 5799| 561| 7009| 7R7| 7| 45| %L 83
Households with chidren SUTLL| 29790| 29869| 30670| 30850| 3507| 36531| 39282| 42643| 4216 27| 04| 10905 M4
Youth households 23| 5] 03] 0| %8| 55| %8| 89| 1048 1504|456 46|  %L| 1676

lIl. Economic characteristics
Economically active households 41538] 36104] 34575| 35300| 37416 37288 40521| 47096| 50109| 52600  2%1] 52| Ll54| %9
Working households 20075| 25%5| 25519| 26843| 28041| 27726| 30501| 348L4| 38654| 4101| 2637| 68| L16| 411
Unemployed households 161|100 9056|857 9w4|  9%62| 10020| 182| 1M455| 11309 56| 05| 2062| 83
Economically inactive households S6L8| 58142| 64883| 71453| 73204| 81643 9607T| 107737| 108%35| 114982|  6648| 61| 61%4| 1144

IV. Housing characteristics
Public rental housing 1618 L1940| 1A701| 13014] 1208| 10872| 12002| L313| 13820 15066 2047| 148| 39| %7
Tenants in private housing 5842| 5320| 5856| 70B9| G747| 9978| 12075| 14368| 15025| 18428  M03| 26| 12586| 2155
Ouner-occupiers TI608| 71521| 75851| 806L9| 82769| 90283| 10508| 118%58| 119631| 124574| 43| 41| 5266 740
- Yith mortgages or loans 10607)  7m39| 748| 8078| 8609| 8931| 10114| 11508| 1235 14094 1860| 152|  3468| 6
- vithout mortgages and loans 60981| 64383| 68103 7251| TA60| 81%2| 04%94| 106849| 107306| 1L0480|  084| 20| 4%98| 812

V. Age of household head
Household head aged between 18 and 64 51912 54197| 57489| 58657| 63194| 65157| 73666| 8095 83133| 86538 2806 34 28626) 494

Household head aged 65 and above 36096 30004| 41635| 47779| ATU4| 56| 62487| 73574 T41| 79895  6654| 91| 42999 1165
V. District Council districts
Central and Westem 5072 56| 5619| 5863| 5936| 6607| 70L7| 7252| 6401| 798|  1537|  M0| 266 %5
Wan Chal 89| 473|819 42| 9| 17| 619 6492 6125 T202| 1077 176 372 1064
Eastem 8336 86L8| 984| 10120 11359| 11770| 13196) 12138| 12106| 14626  2520| 08|  6290| 755
Southem M3l M9| 37| 3BY| 95| Me2| 1| 91| 580| 4755|599 31| 6
Yau Tsim Mong 6267| 6182| 658 90| 32| 8%2| 10208| 11137| 10746| 1156 811 75|  5289| 844
Sham Shui Po 5681 5915|5019 68| 67TL1| 7IS4| 6612 8466| 7823| 8044|200 28| 62| 46
Kowloon City 529 6650|6365 606| 6092| 769|901 8462|  9658| 9589 69| 07| 60| 617
Wong Tai Sin 4690 4248| M66| 5146| 4727| 5162| 5600| 6268| 7190| 6831|359 50| 21| 456
Kwun Tong 6732| 6028| 5190| T057| 6%65| 6814 8502| 8735| 9883| 11126 143 126 4303|653
Kwai Tsing 527 4%61|  3098| 479| 4%81| 5412| so16| 6313| 6492| 78| 16| 17| m2| 60l
Tsuen Wan 04 53| %50| 4881| 47| 5aT3|  6149| 7661| 6%56| 83LT| 1361 106 4093 99
Tuen Mun 6735 044 T655| 7498| 26| 8174|990 10737| 12133| 11706 27| 35| 41| 738
YuenLong 8663 8936 9470| 9s61| 9M2| OTLI| 1286 1596| 15154| 154400 85| 19| 676|782
North 4610 403 5288| 4934|4728 6501| 6287| e785|  TR3| 9629|1676 211| 5018|1089
TaiPo BG4S T3] 4169|  4092| 4834| 5103| 6010 7T670| 76L8| 726 2| 45| 2mi| 60l
ShaTin 6547|  6149| 6867| 78| 9500| 8637| 10902 12225 13509| 14302 93| 59| 75| 1184
Sai Kung W63 3695| 449| 4379| 562| 5683|501 6259| 9548| 85| 1103 16| 4582 1186
Islands B0 1007|  2/47| 2081| au79| 20| 3%49| aud5| 68| 33| 04| 58| 1123|  U6

P. 220



Hong Kong Poverty Situation Report 2018
Appendix 5: Statistical Appendix

Table B.3.5a: Monthly average poverty gap by selected household group, 2009-
2018

Overall 2800 2800 3100 3300| 3400 3700| 4000 4200 4300 4400|  100| 32| 1600 583
| Household size
1-person 2000 2000 2200 2500| 2500 2600| 2800 2800 2600 2500{ 00| 33| 400 220
2-person 3000 3100 3400 3700 3800| 4100 4500 4700 4800| 500] 20| 44| 2100] 688
3-person 2900 3000 3100 3300| 3300 3900| 4300 4800 4700 4900  200| 33| 1900 662
4-person 2000 2900 3200 3300| 3700 3700| 4400 5100| 4900 5500{ 60| 120 2500 87
5-person 2700 30001 2900| 3100| 3500 3800| 4600 4300 5100 480 30| 60| 2100| 775
6-persont 2800 2800 3300 300 3800| 3900 4700 4100 5600 5400| -200| 41| 2600 945
Il. Social characteristics
CSSA households 1400 1400| 1500 1800| 2000 2000| 2200 2300 2300 2600| 30| 128| 1200] 872
Elderly households 2500 2600 2900 3200| 3000 3200| 3400 3600| 3600 3700{ 10| 30| 1100] 447
Single-parent households 2000{ 2200 2300 2300| 2600 3000| 3100 3200 3700| 380| 20| 45| 1800 817
New-arrival households 2300 2500 2500 2700 3000 300 3200 3g00| 3g00| 3%00| 10| 22| L70| 722
Households with children 2700 2700 2900 3000| 3300 3500| 4000 4400| 4400| 4600|  200| 45| 2000] 727
Youth households 2200 2800 2900 2700| 2800 3000| 4600 3800 3900 3700{ 30| 69| 1400 634
lll. Economic characteristics
Economically active households 2500 2500 2600 2700| 2900| 3100| 3400 3700 3800 4100{ 20| 59| 1500 592
Working households 2200 2100 2300 2400 2500 2700 3000 3200 3400 3700|  200| 68 1500| 704
Unemployed households 4100| 4300 4400 4700 5200 5400 6000 6700| 6200 6400| 00| 44| 2400| 582
Economically inactive households 3000 3100{ 3400| 3700 3800| 4000| 4400 4500| 4500 400| 100 17] 1600|528
V. Housing characteristics
Public rental housing 1500 1600 1700| 1800| 1800| 1900| 2000 2200 2300 2500  200| 99| 1000| 623
Tenants in private housing 2300 2300 2400 2900 3000 3200 3400 4100 3800 4000|  200| 59| L700| 734
QOwner-occupiers 3300 3300 3600 3900| 4000 4200| 4700 4800 4900 5000{ 00| 31| 1700| 515
- with mortgages or loans 3000| 2900 3200 3700| 3800| 4300| 5100{ 4900| 5000 5700{ 70| 135 2700{ 910
- without mortgages and loans 3400 3300 3600 3900| 4000 4200| 4700 4800 4900 5000{ 00| 19| 1600| 463
V. Age of household head
Household head aged between18and 64 | 2800| 2800 3100 3200 3600| 3800 4200| 4500 4500| 4700] 200 400 1900] 689
Household head aged 65 and ahove 2800 2800 3100 3400| 3200 3500| 3900 4000 4000 4100{ 10| 27| 1300 482
VI, District Council districts
Central and Westem 3500 3600 4100 4100| 4500 4500| 4600 5200 51001 5300{ 20| 40| 1800 525
Wan Chai 3900| 4000| 4100| 4400 4500 4200 5100 5500 5400 5800|  500| 97| 1900 493
Eastemn 3200 3300 3600 3800 4000 4300 4600| 5100 4600 5000|  400| 85| 1800 555
Southern 2000 2900 3800| 3700| 3600| 3900| 4700 4500 4600 4600| 00| 14| 1700| 584
Yau Tsim Mong 3100) 2900 3200 3400| 3500 3700| 4300 4800 4500 4500{ 00|  -L1| 1400 439
Sham Shui Po 2800 2800 2900| 3300| 3300 3600| 3500 4200 3800 4400{ 30| 76| 1300 489
Kowloon City 3300 3500 3500 3900 4100 4100 4700 4500 4800 4700| 00| 25| 1400 437
Wong Tai Sin 2600 2500 2700 2800 2900| 3400 3400 3800| 300 3800 00| 37| 1200] 478
Kwun Tong 2500 2400| 2500 2800| 2700 2900 3500 3600| 3800| 3800 @ @ 130 533
Kwai Tsing 2300 2500 2400| 2600| 2800 2900| 3500 3300 3400 3900 50| 146| 1600 713
TsuenWan 3000 2900 2800| 3600| 3300 4000| 4400 4700 42000 4800 60| 12| 1900 620
Tuen Mun 2400 2400 2800 2900 3000 3300 3500 3800 400 3800 10| 29| 1500 614
Yuen Long 2400 2400| 2700 2900| 3200 3200| 3600 3900| 4000 4100{ 00| 37| 1700| 706
North 2500 2700 2900 2900| 3000 3700| 4000 3900| 3800 4500{  700| 175 2000| 778
TaiPo 3000 2800 3300| 3500| 3600 3600| 4300 4300 4500/ 4300 -200| 35| 1300 427
ShaTin 2700| 2700 3000 3300| 3700 3700| 4100 4200 4500| 4500 @ @ 1800 684
Sai Kung 2000 2900 3200 3300 3600 4200 4300 4200 4700 4500| -200| 41| 1700] 583
Islands 2700 2400| 2900| 3500| 3200 3600| 4200 4400| 4400| 4400 @ @ 170 35

P.221



Hong Kong Poverty Situation Report 2018
Appendix 5: Statistical Appendix

Table B.3.1b: Poor households by selected household group, 2009-2018 (with the
2018 comparison of pre- and post-intervention poverty indicators)

QOverall 841 2181| 2705| 2707| 2692 2707| 2814| 3040| 3084| 3163 -2965 484
|. Household size
1-person 495 542| 528 52| 552| 603| 61| 765 755| 798 -1086 516
2-person 1057 1018] 1052| 1025| 1049| 1071| 1088| 1135 1190| 1217 805 308
3person 693| 641 548 57| 603| 551| 566| 646] 606| 651 512 440
4-person 455 44| M7 44| 34| 36| 80| 389 434| 395 363 479
5-person 98| 101 98| 97| 89| 84| 91| 78| 74| 80 138 £33
B-persont 42| 34| 33| 31 25| 33| 28 21| 24 22 61 77
Il. Social characteristics
CSSA households 41| 476| 49| 46| 415 298| 26| 275 80| 266 1218 428
Elderly households 03] 77| 7o 80| sal|  881| 9%62| 1112] 1073 1160 125 519
Single-parent households 188 179] 161| 168| 164| 144| 152 140| 139| 145 -194 512
New-arrival households 47| 198 200 23| 187 160 149 138| 152| 155 100 301
Households with children 93| 912| 54| 89| 783 744| 70| 74| 800| 765 759 498
Youth households 19 19| 20| 25| 17| 16| 17| 19| 22| 34 07 160
lll. Economic characteristics
Economically active households 1358 1200] 1110| 1100| 1078| 1003| 998| 1065 1089 1082 -1248 536
Working households 1083 990 96| 950| 97| 866 858 912| 95| 935 1189 560
Unemployed households 75| 20 173 150| 150 147 10| 153 155 148 59 285
Economically inactive households 1483| 1580| 1595| 16L7| 1615| 1693| 1816| 1975| 1994 2081 1707 452
IV. Housing characteristics
Public rental housing 685| 630 578 610| 570 485 500| 495| 508| 531 2469 43
Tenants in private housing 1| 194] 05| 05| 41| 57| 00| 294 32| 385 189 330
Owner-occupiers 1794| 1813| 1766| 1744| 1713| 1782| 1855| 2064| 2039| 2060 219 119
- with mortgages or loans 26| 204 2204| 182| 187 173 167 198] 23| 206 25 108
- without mortgages and loans 1498| 1610| 1565| 1562| 1526| 1610| 1689| 1866| 1837 1855 254 120
V. Age of household head
Household head aged between 18 and 64 1728| 1618] 1565| 1522| 1467| 1413| 1461| 1496| 1539 1529 1202 458
Household head aged 65 and above 1105 1150] 1133| 1187| 1220| 1288| 1346| 1540| 1520 1614 -167.2 509
V1. District Council districts
Central and Westem 22| 1200 14| 18| 111 122| 128 117| 105 125 24 159
Wan Chai 74| 84| 78| 83| 74| 95| 100 98| 95 102 18 150
Eastem A5 7] A5 23| 87| 29| 0| 197 a8 42 139 365
Southern 79 69| 70| 73| 13| 75| 74| 83| 95| &7 89 507
Yau Tsim Mong 168 175\ 178| 195 176 183| 200| 203 198 215 45 21
Sham Shui Po 172 173 168 15| 172 168 156 167| 171| 164 236 51
Kowloon City 150| 159 152 146| 143| 157 166 157| 165 168 158 484
Wong Tai Sin 52| 139 137 155| 134 128 136 137| 152| 150 259 £33
Kwun Tong 26| 08| 90| 21| 20| 193] 03| 202| 216 243 487 £6.7
Kwai Tsing 166) 156 12| 159| 140| 54| 139 158 159| 155 311 668
Tsuen Wan 18| 11| 15| 14| 118 11| 15| 136] 137 143 45 312
Tuen Mun 80| 44| 28| 28| 80| 08| 22| 21| 29| 48 203 450
Yuen Long 07| 305 289 82| 86| 52| 83| 30| 316 310 239 435
North 153|151 152 42| 131 147 131| 188 175 180 16 392
Tai Po 25| 109 07| 97| 112 18] 16| 19| 1| 140 16 353
Sha Tin 04| 187 189 186| 216| 196| 24| 240| 50| 265 216 510
Sai Kung 113 106 109 10| 119 12| 11| 163] 169| 156 A17 430
Islands 79| 66| 73| 49| 64| 55| 66| 83 73| 70 66 488
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Table B.3.2b: Poor population by selected household group, 2009-2018 (with the
2018 comparison of pre- and post-intervention poverty indicators)

Overall 7260| 6995 6751| 6742| 6558| 6483| 6686| 7086| 7208| 7302 5763 481
|. Household size
1-person 495 542| 528 52| 52| 603| 61| 765 755| 798 -1086 516
2-person A14| 2036| 2104| 2050| 2007| 2041| 2176| 2271| 2380| 2434 1611 308
3person 2080| 1924| 1643 1762| 1810| 1653| 1699| 1939| 1819| 1953 1535 440
4-person 1824 1777] 17987| 1697| 1496| 1463| 1522| 1555| 1735| 1578 1452 479
5-person 492 506| 490| 487| 444| 418| 454| 39| 32| 401 591 £33
B-persont %8| 209 199 194| 158 205 175 167 146| 137 388 739
Il. Social characteristics
CSSA households 1109| 1148| 1074| 1105| 1009| 837| 828| 767 59| 746 2319 761
Elderly households 21| 1229 1227) 182| 1342| 1398| 1499] 1700 1660| 1796 -1655 480
Single-parent households 55| 504| 456| 480 467| 49| 42| 44| 49| M1 532 552
New-arrival households 81| 685 689 740| 628| 550| 494| 467| 514| 518 354 406
Households with children B8] 361| 3099| 3083| 2787| 2690| 2182| 2662| 2834 2693 2856 515
Youth households 27| 28| 32| 38| 30| 24| 27| 36| 39| 57 23 21
lll. Economic characteristics
Economically active households 4354| 3928| 3669| 3508| 3427| 3246| 3221| 3%66| H73| 3442 4218 551
Working households %24 3354| 10| 3214] 3050 86| 2874| 2077| 3090| 3068 4067 570
Unemployed households 180 574| 459| 34| 377 30| 48| 389 33| 374 151 288
Economically inactive households 206| 3067| 3082| 3144| 3131| 3237| 3465| 3719| 3736| 3860 2544 307
IV. Housing characteristics
Public rental housing 2001| 1852| 1703| 185.0| 1644| 1395| 1451| 1444| 1467 1530 5542 784
Tenants in private housing 578 545| 530| 536 673 733 824| 806| 887| 1037 448 301
Owner-occupiers 404| 4333| 4226| 4054| 3924 4011| 4102| 44| 4474| 4402 720 41
- with mortgages or loans 89| 628 620| 537| 539| 492| 485 562 547| 566 2 127
- without mortgages and loans BI5| 3705| 3606| 3507| 3%85| BLS| 3627| 3919| 3927| 3836 438 143
V. Age of household head
Household head aged between 18 and 64 5009| 469.7| 4515| 4357 4131| 3022| 4083| 4177| 4206| 4101 3815 417
Household head aged 65 and above 234| 014|221 2870| 2418| 2550| 2590| 2901| 2952| 3077 2045 489
V1. District Council districts
Central and Westem BI| 265 2| 4| B4 BO| A9 u4| 04| 46 53 178
Wan Chai 154 163 155| 162| 138| 169| 180| 186 172 104 35 156
Eastem 492 495\ 501| 516 5L2| 51| 531| 424| 466 516 323 385
Southern 197| 165 164| 182| 174 177 185 186 230| 188 206 522
Yau Tsim Mong B4 02| 01| 42| 42| 41| 39| 41| 04| 455 149 247
Sham Shui Po 452 46| 404 410 430| 419| 32| 04| 41| 301 497 560
Kowloon City 36| 35| 365 333 30| 358 379 B8] 30| 388 335 463
Wong Tai Sin 36| 370 365 392| 37| 329 3BI| B/1| 3B7| 366 599 21
Kwun Tong 573| 541|472 57| 534| 472| 532| 524| 551| 628 130 643
Kwai Tsing 452 433 32| 43| 37| 45| A 45| 91| 401 17 541
Tsuen Wan 24| 2000 203 2| 83| 28] 70| R0| 3B0| 341 188 356
Tuen Mun 624| 652| 614| 57| 574| 516| 533| 541 593| 596 439 424
Yuen Long 80| 828 789 65| 637| 633] 730 71| 77| 738 556 430
North 420 415 03| 31| 38| 3B/5| 36| 43| 46| 441 216 385
Tai Po BO| 4| 65| 47| 67| 07| 7| B8] 37| 34 A77 353
Sha Tin 531 493 477 4713| 533| 472| 523 578 509| 613 650 514
Sai Kung 21| 269 89| 87| 00| 23] 279 39| 03| 345 268 438
Islands 185 168| 191| 118| 146 122| 41| 173| 158| 136 165 548
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Table B.3.3b: Poverty rate by selected household group, 2009-2018 (with the 2018
comparison of pre- and post-intervention poverty indicators)

Qverall 11 106 102| 01| 98 96| 98| 04| 105 106 98
|. Household size
1-person 130] 138 130 133| 134 143| 150 160| 55| 155 210
2-person 176 167 169 61| 159 160| 159 164| 167| 168 111
3-person 18| 106 88| 93| 95| 86| 88| 00| 92| 99 78
4-person 90| 87| 88| 85| 75| 73| 76| 80| 90| 82 16
5-person 64| 66| 66| 65| 62| 59| 62| 56| 55| 60 103
6-person+ 69| 61| 58| 54| 45| 55| 48| 46| 45| 39 10
II. Social characteristics
CSSA households 01| 85| 28| B6| 67| 24| 29| a7 21| 29 730
Elderly households 371 83| 34| 33| 65| 360 359 380| 360 365 37
Single-parent households N8| 25| 4| 25| 83| ul| u4| a1 202 A5 266
New-arrival households %2| 56| 87| 46| 43| u3| 26| 25| 28| 204 140
Households with children 119 13| 109 10| 101 99| 103 10| 106] 102 108
Youth households 34| 34| 40| 45| 39| 35| 35| 47| 49 13 30
[Il. Economic characteristics
Economically active households 74| 67| 62| 60| 57| 54| 53| 56 58| 57 70
Working households 63| 58| 55| 54| 51| 49| 48| 50| 52 51 68
Unemployed households 606 573| 574| 528 535 546| 563 574| 587| 572 21
Economically inactive households 42| 439 43| M3 46| 438 47| 45| 460| 459 -303
IV. Housing characteristics
Public rental housing 01) 93| 85| 90| 81| 68| 70| 70| 74| 13 266
Tenants in private housing 81| 71| 71| 67| 18] 82| 88| 85 88| 98 42
QOwner-occupiers 21 120 16| 13| 10| 13| 15| 126 127 125 21
- With mortgages or loans 570 45 440 40)  41] 39| 39 46| 48] 48 07
- without mortgages and loans 170| 169| 162 157| 150 153| 156| 168| 169| 164 28
V. Age of household head
Household head aged between 18 and 64 91| 85| 81| 78| 75| 12| 75| 11| 18| 78 a1
Household head aged 65 and ahove 29| 27| 20| 202{ 20| 97| 194 23| 23| 203 -194
V1. District Council districts
Central and Westem 114 15| 109 108 105 105 14| 16| 96| 116 25
Wan Chai 11 16| 16| 19| 105 127] 135) 19| 108 120 22
Eastem 89| 91| 92| o4 94| 97| 99| 83 92 102 54
Southem 79| 66| 68| 73| 10| 11| 75| 71| 98| 18 85
Yau Tsim Mong 138 138| 140| 14| 41| 141] 148| 134| 138| 148 49
Sham Shui Po 131 120 14| 13| 19| 14| 01| 107| 1209] 105 134
Kowloon City 07 10| 07| 97| 97| 91| 103| 96| 99| 104 49
Wong Tai Sin 98| 92| 90| 96| 82| 80| 87| 87| 96| 01 149
Kwun Tong 000 92| 79| 92| 86| 76| 86| 85 87| 96 174
Kwai Tsing 92| 88| 76| 89| 78| 85| 75| 84| 80| 83 47
Tsuen Wan 106 106 03] 95| 100 97| 94| 08| 12| 116 45
Tuen Mun 133 138 132 19| 122 109 12| 18| 129 126 93
Yuen Long 161 155 43| 137 13| 11| 125 136 31| 123 92
North 144 141| 135|127 16| 131 13| 16| 13| 147 92
TaiPo 20] 99| 96| 89| 95| 105 96| 127| 15| 113 4.2
Sha Tin 92| 84| 81| 79| 88| 78| 85| 94| 95| 07 102
Sai Kung 82| 68| 71| 70| 13| 67| 65| 89| 91| 80 42
Islands 133]  120| 46| 88| 109 90| 103 122| 107 86 104
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Table B.3.4b: Annual total poverty gap by selected household group, 2009-2018
(with the 2018 comparison of pre- and post-intervention poverty
indicators)

Overall 05154 | 94246| 99458 106753 | 11,0629| 11893.1| 13650.8 | 154833 | 158444 | 167672 275482 522
|. Household size
1-person 12128| 13069 13804| 16409| 16402| 19040| 21821| 25479| 23329| 23860| 55576 700
2-person 38025| 37878 43475| 45442 48379| 52753| 59159| 64534| 69259 73906| 99280 5713
3-person 24346| 23016| 20444| 23%8| 24215| 25510| 29226| 35878| 34290| 380L9| 59782 611
4-person 16083| 15557 17083| 16612| 16739| 16282| 19871| 23561| 25425| 25882| 40790 612
5-person 369| 3595| 3%60| 3678| 3M22| 3B26| 4966| 4044| 4526| 4589| 13652 748
B-persont 03| 1130| 1291| 1165 1173| 1520| 1554 1337|1614 1417 5401 819
Il. Social characteristics
CSSA households T45| 8025 7T905| 9168| 10209 7058| 7650| 7443| 7815| 8371|  -133089 941
Elderly households 21479| 24604| 26511| 30452| 29892| 33000| 39776| 47735| 46038| 51283| -10,3053 468
Single-parent households 4594| 4663|4318 4702| 5115| 5140 5588| 5431|6111 6633 31301 85
New-arrival households 6766| 5670| 6112| 6848| 6725| 5953| 5709| 5961| 7009| 7327|  -12108 634
Households with children 34700| 29790| 29869| 30670| 30550| 31507| 36531| 39282| 42643| 42616 92919 486
Youth households 53 635) 703] 790| 568| 595 98| 889 1048| 1504 644 300
Ill. Economic characteristics
Economically active households 41536 | 36104| 34575| 35300| 37416| 37288| 40521| 47096| 50109| 52690| 88531 27
Working households 28075| 2535| 25519 26843 28041| 27726| 30501| 348L4| 38654| 41201| 76974 651
Unemployed households 13061| 10750 9056| 8457| 9374| 9562| 10020 12282| 11455| 11399| L1556 503
Economically inactive households 53618| 58142| 64883| 71453| 73214| 81643| 9.607.7| 107737| 108335 | 114982 |  -18,695.2 619
IV. Housing characteristics
Public rental housing 12618] 11040| L1701] 13014] 12208| L10872| 12002 131L3| 13820| 15866 -195235 925
Tenants in private housing 5042| 530| 5856| 7089| 87AT| 9978| 1275| 14368| 15025| 18428| 24143 567
Qwner-occupiers 71608| 71521| 75851| 80619| 82769| 90283| 105108 | 118358| 119631 | 124574| 5,027 21
- with mortgages or loans 10627| 7139| 7i48| 8078| 8609| 8931| 10114| 11509| 12235| 14094 2185 165
- without mortgages and loans 60981| 64383| 68103| 72541| 74160| 81352| 9499.4| 106849 107306 | 110480 | 48242 304

V. Age of household head
Household head aged between 18 and 64 57912| 54797| 57489| 58657| 63194 65157| 73666| 80985| 83733| 86538| 126451 594

Household head aged 65 and above 36096| 39004| 41635| 47779| 4T174| 53436| 62487| 73574| 73241| 79895 -148672 650
VI, District Council districts
Central and Westem 5072| 5164| 5619| 5863| 5936 6607 7007| 7252| 6401| 7938 3664 316
Wan Chai 89| 4073| 3L9| 4352| 3089| 48L7| 6149| 6492| 6125 7202 2452 254
Eastemn 8336| 8618| 9284| 10120| 11359| 11770| 13196| 12138| 12106| 14626| 14202 493
Southemn M3 49| 3¢4T|  359|  3195| 82| 4171|  4491| 5280| 4755 7590 615
Yau Tsim Mong 6267| 6182| 6858| 7960| 7432 8252| 10209| 10137| 10746| 11556 8890 435
Sham Shui Po 5681 5915| 5919| 6218| 67L1| 7154| 6612| o466| 7823| 8044|  -1,8899 01
Kowloon City 5929| 6650| 6365| 6806| 6992| 7769| 9304| 8462 9658| 9589| 13156 578
Wong Tai Sin 4690| 4248| 4466| 5146| 4727| 5162| 5600 6268 7190 6831  -21203 756
Kwun Tong 6732 6028| 5790| 7057| 6866 6814 8502 8735 9883| 11126 42157 791
Kwai Tsing 27| 4161| 3098| 4879| 4781 5412|5916 6313 6492 T248| 25790 781
Tsuen Wan 4| 53| WBO| 4881 4671 5373 6149| 7661| 6956| 83L7 8192 496
Tuen Mun 6735| T044| T655| 7498| 8226 8174 9200| 10737| 12133 11708 20553 87
Yuen Long 8663 8936| 70| 9864| 9042| OTL1| 1286| 15296| 15154| 15440| 26040 628
North 4610 4903| 588| 4934| 4728| 6591| 6237 8785| 7953|9629 12318 561
TaiPo 4545  3713| 4169| 4002| 4834| 5103| 6010| 7670| 7618 7276 7946 522
ShaTin 6547| 6149| 6867| 7368| 9500| 8637| 10902| 12225| 13509| 14302| 24872 £35
Sai Kung 63|  3695| 4249| 4379 5162 5683| 5701| 8259| 9548| 8M5| 11167 569
Islands J20| 1807  BAT| 2081|2479 2420 3349| 4445| 3868| 3643 6392 87
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Table B.3.5b: Monthly average poverty gap by selected household group, 2009-
2018 (with the 2018 comparison of pre- and post-intervention
poverty indicators)

Qverall 2800 2800| 3100 3300 3400| 3700 4000 4200| 4300 4400 -1,600 267
|. Household size
L-person 20000 2000| 2200{ 2500 2500| 2600 2800 2800| 2600| 2500 1,000 291
2-person 30000 3100| 3400 3700 3800| 4100 4500 4700| 4800| 5100 2,100 291
3-person 2900| 3000 3100[ 3300 3300{ 3900| 4300 4600 4700| 4900 2,100 306
4-person 29001 2900| 3200{ 3300 3700| 3700 4400 5100| 4900 5500 1,900 255
b-person 27000 3000| 2900 3100 3500| 3800 4600] 4300| 5100 4800 2200 315
6-persont 2800| 2800 3300 300 3800 3900| 4700 4100 5600 5400 2400 311
II. Social characteristics
CSSA households 1400| 1400 1500 1800| 2000 2000{ 2200 2300| 2300{ 2600 5,000 656
Elderly households 2500| 2600| 2900 3200 3000{ 3200| 3400| 3600 3600| 3,700 1,600 309
Single-parent households 20000 2200| 2300{ 2300 2600| 3000{ 3100| 3200| 3700 3800 5500 591
New-arrival households 23000 2500| 2500{ 2700 3000| 3100{ 3200] 3600| 3800 3900 2600 400
Households with children 2700 2700| 2900 3000 3300 3500| 4000 4400 4400| 4600 2,800 374
Youth households 22000 2800| 2900 2700 2800| 3000 4600 3800| 3900{ 3700 700 166
Ill. Economic characteristics
Economically active households 25001 2500| 2600 2700{ 2900| 3100| 3400 3700| 3800 4100 1,000 197
Working households 2200 2100| 2300 2400 2500{ 2700| 3000 3200] 3400| 3,700 -1,000 206
Unemployed households 4100| 4300 4400] 4700{ 5200 5400| 6000 6700 6200 6400 2800 306
Economically inactive households 30000 3100| 3400 3700 3800| 4000 4400| 4500| 4500| 4,600 2,000 305
IV. Housing characteristics
Public rental housing 1500| 1600| 1700 1800| 1800 1900 2000 2200| 2300 2500 3400 515
Tenants in private housing 2300| 2300 2400{ 2900 3000{ 3200| 3400 4100 3800| 4000 2200 354
QOwner-occupiers 3300| 3300 3600 3900 4000 4200| 4700 4800 4900| 5000 1,200 195
- With mortgages or loans 30000 2900| 3200{ 3700 3800| 4300| 5100] 4900| 5000 5700 400 63
- without mortgages and loans 34000 3300| 3600 3900 4000| 4200{ 4700 4800| 4900{ 5000 1,300 209
V. Age of household head
Household head aged between 18 and 64 2800 2800| 3100| 3200 3600| 3800| 4200 4500 4500| 4700 -1,600 250
Household head aged 65 and ahove 2800| 2800 3100 3400 3200 3500| 3900 4000 4000| 4100 1,700 288
V1. District Council districts
Central and Western 3500 3600| 4100{ 4100( 4500| 4500| 4600] 5200/ 5100 5300 1,200 186
Wan Chai 3900 4000| 4100 4400 4500| 4200{ 5100] 5500| 5400 5900 800 123
Eastern 3200| 3300 3600 3800 4000 4300| 4600 5100| 4600| 5000 1,300 200
Southem 2900 2900| 3800 3700 3600| 3900 4700 4500| 4600| 4,600 1,300 218
Yau Tsim Mong 31000 2900| 3200{ 3400 3500| 3700 4300 4800| 4500{ 4500 1,600 265
Sham Shui Po 2800| 2800 2900 3300 3300 3600| 3500 4200] 3800| 4100 1500 271
Kowoon City 3300( 3500| 3500 3900 4100| 4100 4700 4500| 4900{ 4700 1,100 182
Wong Tai Sin 26000 2500| 2700 2800 2900| 3400 3400| 3800| 3900| 3800 1900 336
Kwun Tong 2500 2400| 2500 2800 2700| 2900 3500 3600| 3800 3800 2300 313
Kwai Tsing 2300 2500| 2400 2600 2800| 2900 3500 3300| 3400 3900 2,000 339
Tsuen Wan 30000 2900| 2800 3600 3300| 4000 4400| 4700| 4200 4800 1,200 198
Tuen Mun 2400 2400| 2800 2900 3000| 3300 3500 3900| 4100 3900 2,000 340
Yuen Long 2400 2400 2700 2900 3200 3200| 3600 3900 4000| 4100 2,100 341
North 25001 2700| 2900 2900 3000| 3700 4000| 3900| 3800 4500 1,700 218
TaiPo 30000 2800| 3300{ 3500 3600| 3600 4300 4300| 4500 4300 1500 261
ShaTin 2700 2700 3000{ 3300 3700{ 3700| 4100 4200] 4500 4500 -1500 255
Sai Kung 2900( 2900| 3200{ 3300 3600| 4200{ 4300 4200| 4700 4500 1500 244
Islands 2700 2400| 2900 3500 3200| 3600 4200 4400| 4400| 4400 1,800 291
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Term

Definition

Domestic households

Refer to a group of persons who live together and make
common provision for essentials for living. These
persons need not be related. If a person makes provision
for essentials for living without sharing with other
persons, he / she is also regarded as a household. In this
case, it is a 1-person household. Foreign domestic helpers
are excluded from all the domestic households.

CSSA households

Refer to domestic households that receive

Comprehensive Social Security Assistance.

Elderly households

Refer to domestic households with all members aged 65
and above.

Single-parent

Refer to domestic households with at least one widowed,

households divorced, separated or never married member living with
child(ren) aged below 18.

New-arrival Refer to domestic households with at least one member

households who is One-way Permit Holder and has resided in Hong

Kong for less than seven years.

Households with
children

Refer to domestic households with at least one member
aged below 18.

Youth households

Refer to domestic households with all members aged 18
to 29.

Economically active
households

Refer to domestic households with at least one member
who is economically active.

Economically inactive
households

Refer to domestic households with all members being
economically inactive.

Unemployed
households

Refer to domestic households with all economically
active members being unemployed.

Working households

Refer to domestic households with at least one employed
member.

Households in public
rental housing

Refer to domestic households residing in public rental
housing.
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Private tenant Refer to domestic households renting and residing in
households private permanent housing®! or temporary housing.

Owner-occupier
households

Refer to domestic households which own the subsidised
sale flat®, private permanent housing, or temporary
housing that they occupy.

Households in other
types of housing

Include domestic households which reside in rent-free or
employer-provided accommodation.

Households with head
aged 18-64

Domestic households with household head aged 18 to 64.

Households with head
aged 65 and above

Domestic households with household head aged 65 and
above.

Demographic dependency
ratio

Refers to the number of persons aged below 18 (youth and
child dependency ratio) and aged 65 and above (elderly
dependency ratio) per 1 000 persons aged 18 to 64.

Economic dependency
ratio

Refers to the number of economically inactive persons
per 1 000 economically active persons.

Economic activity status

Households / population can be classified into two main
groups: economically active and economically inactive.

Household income

The total income earned by all member(s) of the
household in the month before enumeration. Household
income in this Report can be divided into the following
four types:

(i)  Pre-intervention;
(i)  Post-intervention (recurrent cash);

(iii)  Post-intervention (recurrent cash + non-recurrent
cash); and

(iv)  Post-intervention (recurrent cash + in-kind).

91 Private permanent housing includes private housing blocks, flats built under the Urban Improvement
Scheme of the HKHS, villas / bungalows / modern village houses, simple stone structures and quarters in
non-residential buildings. As from the first quarter of 2002, subsidised sale flats that can be traded in the
open market are also put under this category.

92  Subsidised sale flats include flats built under the Home Ownership Scheme, Middle Income Housing
Scheme, Private Sector Participation Scheme, Buy or Rent Option Scheme and Mortgage Subsidy Scheme,
and flats sold under the Tenants Purchase Scheme of HA. Flats built under the Flat for Sale Scheme and
Sandwich Class Housing Scheme of the HKHS are also included. As from the first quarter of 2002,
subsidised sale flats that can be traded in the open market are excluded.
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Term

Definition

Pre-intervention

This income type only includes household members’
employment earnings, investment income, and non-
social-transfer cash income. In other words, the income
is pre-tax income with all cash benefits excluded.

Post-intervention
(recurrent cash)

Refers to the household income after tax, including all
recurrent cash benefits received.

Post-intervention
(recurrent +
non-recurrent cash)

Refers to the household income after tax, including both
recurrent and non-recurrent cash benefits (including one-
off measures) received.

Post-intervention
(recurrent cash +
in-kind)

Refers to the household income after tax, including
recurrent cash benefits and in-kind benefits monetised as
part of income received.

Policy intervention

According to the discussion of CoP, policy intervention

measures measures can broadly be classified into four types:
(1)  Taxation;
(i)  Recurrent-cash benefits;
(i)  Non-recurrent cash benefits; and
(iv) In-kind benefits.
Taxation Includes salaries tax and property tax, as well as rates and

government rents paid by households.

Recurrent cash benefits

Refer to  cash-based  benefits / cash-equivalent
supplements recurrently provided by the Government to
individual households, such as social security benefits
and education allowances in cash.

Non-recurrent cash
benefits

Refer to non-recurrent cash benefits provided by the
Government, including one-off measures. Cash measures
provided by the Community Care Fund are also included.

In-kind benefits

Refer to in-kind benefits provided with means tests. The
provision of public rental housing by the Government is
the major in-kind benefit.
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Persons

Refer to those persons residing in domestic households
(excluding foreign domestic helpers) in the Report.

Economically active
persons

Synonymous with the labour force, comprise the
employed persons and the unemployed persons.

Economically inactive
persons

Include all persons who have not had a job and have not
been at work during the seven days before enumeration,
excluding persons who have been on leave / holiday
during the 7-day period and persons who are unemployed.
Persons such as home-makers, retired persons and all
those below the age of 15 are thus included.

Employed persons

For a person aged 15 or over to be classified as employed,
that person should:

(i)  be engaged in performing work for pay or profit
during the seven days before enumeration; or

(i) have formal job attachment (i.e. that the person has
continued receipt of wage or salary; or has an
assurance or an agreed date of return to job or
business; or is in receipt of compensation without
obligation to accept another job).

Full-time workers

Refer to employed persons who work at least 35 hours, or
those who work less than 35 hours due to vacation during
the seven days before enumeration.

Part-time workers

Refer to employed persons who work less than 35 hours
voluntarily for reasons other than vacation and
underemployment during the seven days before
enumeration.

Underemployed
persons

The criteria for an employed person to be classified as
underemployed are: involuntarily working less than
35 hours during the seven days before enumeration and
either

(i)  has been available for additional work during the
seven days before enumeration; or

(i)  has sought additional work during the 30 days
before enumeration.

Working short hours is considered involuntary if it is due

to slack work, material shortage, mechanical breakdown

or inability to find a full-time job. Following this

P. 230




Hong Kong Poverty Situation Report 2018
Glossary

definition, employed persons taking no-pay leave due to
slack work during the seven days before enumeration are
also classified as underemployed if they work less than
35 hours or are on leave even for the whole period during
the 7-day period.

Unemployed persons

For a person aged 15 or over to be classified as
unemployed, that person should:

(i)  not have had a job and should not have performed
any work for pay or profit during the seven days
before enumeration; and

(i)  have been available for work during the seven days
before enumeration; and

(iii) have sought work during the 30 days before
enumeration.

However, if a person aged 15 or over fulfils conditions (i)
and (ii) above but has not sought work during the 30 days
before enumeration because he / she believes that work is
not available, he / she is still classified as unemployed and
is regarded as a “discouraged worker”.

Notwithstanding the above, the following types of
persons are also classified as unemployed:

(1)  persons without a job and who have sought work,
but have not been available for work because of
temporary sickness; and

(i)  persons without a job and who have been available
for work, but have not sought work because they:

< have made arrangements to take up a new job or to
start business on a subsequent date; or

<~ are expecting to return to their original jobs (e.g.
casual workers are usually called back to work
when service is needed).

Household head

A household head is acknowledged by other family
members.  Generally speaking, the household head
should be responsible for making major decisions for the
household.

Unemployment rate

Refers to the proportion of unemployed persons in the
labour force.
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Median

For an ordered data set which is arranged in ascending
order (i.e. from the smallest value to the largest value),
the median is the value that ranks in the middle of all data
in the set. If the total number of data is an odd number,
the median is the middle value of the ordered data set. If
the total number of data is an even number, the median is
the average of the two middle values of the ordered data
set.

Percentiles

Percentiles are the 99 values that divide an ordered data
set into 100 equal parts (in terms of the number of
observations). In brief, the p™ percentile is the value
which delineates the lowest p% of all the data, where p
can be any integer value from 1 to 99.

Poverty indicators

Quantitative measurements of poverty.

Poverty incidence

Refers to the number of poor households and the
corresponding number of persons living therein (i.e. the
poor population), with monthly household income less
than the poverty line corresponding to the household size.

Poverty rate

The ratio of the poor population to the total population
living in domestic households.

Poverty gap

Poverty gap of a poor household refers to the difference
between a household’s income and the poverty threshold.
The total poverty gap is the sum of all such differences
over all poor households. The total poverty gap divided
by the number of poor households is the average poverty

gap.

Poverty line

A threshold to define poor households and their
population. In this Report, 50% of the median monthly
household income before policy intervention by
household size is adopted as the poverty line.
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Abbreviations (listed in alphabetical order)

CoP
CCF
C&SD
CSSA
DA
DPIK
EU (The)
FDH
GHS
HA
HKCSS
HKHS
LFPR
LIFA
OAA
OALA
OECD
Oxfam
PRH
PSEA
RMP
RVD
SF

SIE Fund
SMW
SSA
SSAIP
WFA
WITS
YDC

Commission on Poverty

Community Care Fund

Census and Statistics Department
Comprehensive Social Security Assistance
Disability Allowance

Direct payment in-kind

The European Union

Foreign Domestic Helper

General Household Survey

Hong Kong Housing Authority

Hong Kong Council of Social Service
Hong Kong Housing Society

Labour force participation rate
Low-income Working Family Allowance
Old Age Allowance

Old Age Living Allowance

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development
Oxfam Hong Kong

Public rental housing

Post-secondary Educational Attainment
Reverse Mortgage Programme

Rating and Valuation Department
Samaritan Fund

Social Innovation and Entrepreneurship Development Fund
Statutory Minimum Wage

Social Security Allowance

Social Security Assistance Index of Prices
Working Family Allowance

Work Incentive Transport Subsidy

Youth Development Commission
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