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Executive Summary 

 

 

1. This survey was conducted by the Hong Kong Institute of Asia-Pacific Studies, 

Chinese University of Hong Kong as commissioned by the Secretariat of the Task 

Force on Land Supply (Task Force), Development Bureau, Government of Hong Kong 

Special Administrative Region (HKSAR), aiming at gauging public views on the 18 

land supply options identified by the Task Force on Land Supply and other issues 

relating to land supply. 

 

2. By means of landline and mobile telephone interviews via random sampling, the 

survey was conducted from 13 August 2018 to 18 September 2018 and 3,011 Hong 

Kong residents aged 18 or above were successfully interviewed (of them, 2005 

residents came from landline numbers and the other 1006 residents from mobile 

numbers).  In order to better reflect the actual distribution of the population living in 

Hong Kong, the data of this survey have been weighted based on the relevant age-sex 

distribution of the population (excluding Foreign Domestic Helpers [FDHs]) 

published by the Census and Statistics Department before analysis. 

 

3. This Executive Summary sums up the key findings of the survey.  First of all, 

regarding the four short-to-medium term land supply options, the survey findings 

showed that the greatest number of respondents chose “developing brownfield sites” 

(78.6%), followed by “tapping into the private agricultural land reserve in the New 

Territories” (61.3%), “alternative uses of sites under Private Recreational Leases” 

(60.6%)and “the relocation or consolidation of land-extensive recreational facilities” 

(23.3%). 

 

4. Regarding the six medium-to-long term land supply options, the survey findings 

showed that the greatest number of respondents chose “more New Development Areas 

in the New Territories” (78.4%),  followed by “developing caverns and underground 

space” (65.9%), “developing the River Trade Terminal site” (65.0%), “near-shore 

reclamation outside Victoria Harbour” (61.1%), “developing the East Lantau 

Metropolis” (58.3%) and “developing two pilot areas on the periphery of country 

parks” (52.7%). 
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5. Regarding the eight conceptual options, the survey findings showed that the greatest 

number of respondents chose “developing the River Trade Terminal site and its 

surroundings in the long term” (67.1%).  The other four options that more than half 

of the respondents chose were “utilizing the development potential of public utilities 

sites” (66.9%), “topside development of existing transport infrastructure” (57.2%), 

“increasing the development intensity of ‘Village Type Development’ zones” (54.0%), 

and “relocation of the Kwai Tsing Container Terminals” (51.7%).  The three options 

that the fewest number of respondents chose were “developing more areas on the 

periphery of country parks” (47.5%), “topside development of Kwai Tsing Container 

Terminals” (44.4%) and “reclaiming part of Plover Cove Reservoir for new town 

development” (23.2%). 

 

6. With regard to other issues relating to land supply, a comparatively larger number of 

respondents believed that “less impact on the natural environment” (34.4%) should be 

the prime factor to be considered if Hong Kong needs to increase land supply, 

followed by “land can be provided more quickly” (20.5%) and “more land can be 

provided” (18.2%).  Besides, a majority of the respondents (84.3%) expressed that 

they supported the development of more land to develop a land reserve to improve 

living space and to cope with unforeseeable needs (including 29.9% “strongly support” 

and 54.4% “support”).  Lastly, more than half (55.4%) of the respondents said they 

had heard of or watched the public engagement activities or the exhibitions held by the 

Task Force on TV, radio, newspapers, the Internet, or any other channels. 
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行政摘要 

 

 

1. 是次調查由香港特別行政區政府發展局土地供應專責小組（專責小組）秘書處

委託香港中文大學香港亞太研究所進行，調查目的主要是了解市民對由專責小

組提出的 18 個土地供應選項及其他土地供應相關議題的意見。 

 

2. 調查以家居固網及手機隨機抽樣電話訪問形式於 2018年 8月 13日至 9月 18日

期間進行，成功訪問了 3,011 位 18 歲或以上的香港居民（當中 2,005 位來自家

居固網電話訪問，而另外的 1,006 位則來源於手機電話訪問）。為了使調查資料

更能反映香港人口分布的真實情況，數據已依香港政府統計處公布的性別及年

齡人口（扣除外籍家庭傭工）的分布對進行加權（weighted）處理。 

 

3. 此行政摘要總結調查的主要結果。首先是有關四個短中期土地供應選項，調查

結果顯示，最多受訪者選擇的是「發展棕地」（78.6%），其餘的選項按遞降的歡

迎程度依次為「利用私人的新界農地儲備」（61.3%）、「利用私人遊樂場地契約

用地作其他用途」（60.6%）及「重置或整合佔地廣的康樂設施」（23.3%）。 

 

4. 對於六個中長期土地供應選項，調查結果顯示，最多受訪者選擇的選項是「於

新界發展更多新發展區」（78.4%），其餘的選項按遞降的歡迎程度依次為「利用

岩洞及地下空間」（65.9%）、「發展香港內河碼頭用地」（65.0%）、「維港以外近

岸填海」（61.1%）及「發展東大嶼都會（58.3%）及「發展郊野公園邊陲地帶兩

個試點」（52.7%）。 

 

5. 至於八個概念性土地供應選項，調查結果顯示，最多受訪者選擇的選項是「長

遠發展香港內河碼頭用地及鄰近用地」（67.1%）。另有四個選項亦有超過一半受

訪者選擇，包括「利用公用事業設施用地的發展潛力」(66.9%)、「於現有運輸

基建設施作上蓋發展」(57.2%)、「增加『鄉村式發展』地帶的發展密度」(54.0%)

和「重置葵青貨櫃碼頭」(51.7%)。其他三個選項則較少人選擇，包括「發展郊

野公園邊陲地帶其他試點」(47.5%)、「葵青貨櫃碼頭上蓋發展」(44.4%)，以及
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「填平部分船灣淡水湖作新市鎮發展」(23.2%)。 

 

6. 至於其他與土地供應相關的議題，相對較多的受訪者認為，如果香港需要發展

更多土地，首要考慮的因素是「對自然環境的影響較小」(34.4%)，其次是「可

以快些提供到土地」（20.5%）及「提供到較多土地」（18.2%）。另一方面，絕大

部分受訪者（84.3%）表示支持發展更多土地作為儲備，以改善居住面積及應付

未能預見的需要（包括 29.9% “非常支持”和 54.4% “支持”）。最後，超過一半

（55.4%）受訪者表示曾在電視、電台、報章、互聯網，或其他途徑，聽過或者

看過專責小組的公眾參與活動或展覽內容。 
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1. Background  

 

1.1 Background and objectives 

To study the problem of land shortages that have long plagued Hong Kong, the Chief 

Executive appointed the Task Force on Land Supply (Task Force) in September 2017 

to review sources of land supply and evaluate land supply options.  The Task Force 

also launched a public engagement exercise (PE) to engage the community in 

discussions on the pros and cons of different options and their priorities.  The PE 

exercise was carried out from April 2018 to September 2018. The public’s views on 

land supply were collected through various means, such as public forums, roving 

exhibitions, workshops, community outreach efforts, youth sharing sessions, an online 

survey, and so on. 

In order to collect opinions from a wider sector of the community, the Task Force 

decided to conduct a telephone survey with random sampling.  The telephone survey 

was commissioned by the Development Bureau of the HKSAR on behalf of the Task 

Force, and the fieldwork was conducted independently by the Telephone Survey 

Research Laboratory of the Hong Kong Institute of Asia-Pacific Studies (HKIAPS), 

The Chinese University of Hong Kong.  The objectives of the survey were to gauge 

public opinion on the 18 land supply options identified by the Task Force and other 

issues relating to land supply (for the contents of the questionnaire, see Appendix I).  

Other than using landline samples, mobile phone samples were also employed to 

increase surveys’ coverage to those residents using mobile phones.  A total of 3,011 

Hong Kong residents aged 18 or above were successfully interviewed through 

telephone by random sampling rule from 13 August 2018 to 18 September 2018. 
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2. Research Methodology 

 

2.1 Target population 

The target population of this survey were Hong Kong residents aged 18 or above who 

could speak Cantonse, Putonghua, or English (excluding foreign domestic helpers). 

 

2.2 Survey design 

Telephone surveys are an efficient tool for collecting data from a large random sample 

within a relatively short period of time, avoiding some of the problems encountered 

from the approach of conducting face-to-face household interviews, such as high costs, 

the long duration of the fieldwork, and the inability to tightly control the interviewers.  

Telephone surveys have traditionally covered only households with residential 

telephone lines (the so-called “landlines”).  With the increasing popularity of mobile 

phones in Hong Kong, there has been a continued rise in the number of households 

that do not have landline connections.  To address this bias, a dual-frame telephone 

survey design using both landline and mobile phone numbers was employed in this 

survey, in which a structured questionnaire was used. 

 

2.3 Sampling 

The telephone numbers of the two frames (landlines and mobile phones) were 

randomly selected from seed numbers generated by combining the four known 

prefixes assigned to telecommunication service providers in Hong Kong under the 

most up-to-date “Numbering Plan” published by the Office of the Communications 

Authority, with four suffixes randomly generated by computer. This method is called 

“Random Digit Dialling (RDD).  All duplicate numbers were then filtered, and the 

remaining numbers were re-arranged in random order to produce the final landline 

survey samples and mobile phone survey samples for the fieldwork. 

(a) Selection of Respondents for the landline samples.  In each successfully 

contacted residential unit having at least one landline, only one person aged 18 or over 

was selected by the “Next Birthday” method to be interviewed. The exact procedures 



 

3 

 

were as follows: the person who answered the phone was asked about the total number 

of family members aged 18 or above who were living in the unit, irrespective of 

whether they were present at home at the time of the interview.  If more than one 

person was eligible for the survey, he or she was asked if the person whose birthday it 

was next would take the phone for the interview.  

(b) Selection of Respondents for the mobile phone samples.  For each randomly 

selected mobile phone number, a person aged 18 or above who was a Hong Kong 

resident and the primary user of that particular number was eligible to be interviewed. 

 

2.4 Implementation of the fieldwork 

The fieldwork was conducted independently by the Telephone Survey Research 

Laboratory of HKIAPS, which is located at The Chinese University of Hong Kong.  

The survey was conducted manually by interviewers with the assistance of the CATI 

system.
1
  An instant telephone monitoring system has been installed in the Telephone 

Survey Research Laboratory, allowing conversations between interviewers and 

interviewees, as well as the interviewing process itself, to be monitored instantly.   

Due to the absence of relevant authoritative statistics on telephone status (i.e., the 

estimated number of residents with both a mobile number and a landline number, a 

mobile number only, and landines number only), a mobile phone experimental survey 

was carried out to provide useful reference for determining the proportion of mobile 

phone cases that should be included in the survey.  Such a survey was conducted 

from 25 July to 27 July 2018. In the end, a total sample of 166 Hong Kong residents 

aged 18 or above was collected through mobile phone via random sampling.  After 

taking into consideration the results of the experimental survey and upon consulting 

the Task Force, a ratio of 2:1 for successful cases for landline cases to those for mobile 

phone cases was set.  This is to say, in the formal fieldwork, about 1,000 cases 

needed to be completed with mobile phones and about 2,000 cases with landlines.  

                                                 
1
  The CATI system refers to the Computer Assisted Telephone Interviewing System, which distributes 

telephone numbers randomly to interviewers and records all telephone calls automatically.  With the help of 

the CATI system, the interviewers read each question that appeared on the monitor and entered the 

respondents’ answers directly into the computer, thereby bypassing the time-consuming process of coding 

and entering data.  This system enhances the efficiency of conducting telephone surveys. 
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In addition, a pilot test was conducted on 6 and 7 August 2018 and a total of 31 

interviews (20 of them from landline interviews) were successfully carried out before 

the formal launching of the fieldwork.  The purpose of this pilot test was to rehearse 

the interview procedures and fine-tune the questionnaire.   

The formal fieldwork for this survey was conducted from 13 August 2018 to 18 

September 2018.  The interviews were mainly conducted from 6:15 p.m. to 10:15 

p.m. However, since some respondents were not available at night, some interviews 

were scheduled to be conducted during daytime.  In order to further ensure that the 

survey results were not biased due to high non-contact or non-response rates, when 

there was no response to a call to a particular telephone number, further attempts were 

made to call that number at different times of the day and on different days of the 

week.  At least six attempts were made before a telephone number was assigned the 

status of non-contactable. 

In the end, a total of 3,011 eligible citizens aged 18 or above were successfully 

interviewed. Of these, 2,005 came from the landline survey and the other 1,006 from 

the mobile survey.  For details about the daily progress that was made on the work of 

enumeration, please refer to Appendix II. 

 

2.5 Quality control 

The Institute established and implemented quality-control measures to ensure a 

satisfactory standard of performance throughout the duration of the survey. Such 

measures included the following: (1) setting up an independent team to carry out 

quality-control measures and carrying out independent checks on at least 15% of the 

questionnaires completed by interviewers; (2) carrying out independent checks on at 

least 1% of the “ineligible” telephone numbers reported by each interviewer; (3) 

installing an audio recording system with an instant telephone monitoring system to 

allow the fieldwork supervisor to monitor the interviews and check the quality of the 

interviews conducted by each interviewer; and (4) checking the consistency of 

different aspects of the preliminary results. 
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2.6 Response rates 

The response rate (RR) for this survey was calculated based on the formula proposed 

by the American Association for Public Opinion Research (AAPOR) (please refer to 

the report entitled Standard Definitions: Final Dispositions of Case Codes and 

Outcome Rates for Surveys (9th edition) published by the AAPOR in 2016).  The 

response rate was defined as the number of interviews that were completed with 

reporting units divided by the number of eligible reporting units in the sample. 

Numbers through which no one could be contacted, and which were therefore the 

numbers of people whose eligibility to take part in the interview was unknown (e.g., 

no answer, constant busy signal, immediate disconnections) were distributed between 

the eligible and ineligible units in the same proportion as existed among the working 

numbers. The basic formula is shown as follows: 

𝑅𝑅 =
𝐶𝑜𝑚𝑝𝑙𝑒𝑡𝑒𝑑

𝐸𝑙𝑖𝑔𝑖𝑏𝑙𝑒𝑠 + 𝑈𝑛𝑘𝑛𝑜𝑤𝑛 ∗  (
𝐸𝑙𝑖𝑔𝑖𝑏𝑙𝑒𝑠

𝐸𝑙𝑖𝑔𝑖𝑏𝑙𝑒𝑠 + 𝐼𝑛𝑒𝑙𝑖𝑔𝑖𝑏𝑙𝑒𝑠
)
 

However, the response rates differed according to the different assumptions about the 

ineligible units, for instance, whether invalid lines (such as those that made a long 

sound / were non-working / out of service and so on) should be included in the 

calculation of ineligible units.  In this survey, when the response rate was calculated, 

the above two scenarios were considered.  Thus, for the landline cases, the response 

rate ranged from 30.7% to 62.5%; whereas, for the mobile phone cases, the response 

rate ranged from 15.4% to 47.1%.  For details of call dispositions and response rates, 

please refer to Appendix III. 

 

2.7 Weighting of data 

Weighting is a technique for correcting or making statistical adjustments to survey 

data after they have been collected in order to improve the accuracy of the survey 

estimates.  In this survey, there were two main reasons for weighting the survey data.  

The first related to the dual frame of sampling that was employed.  Since the survey 

covered both residential landlines and mobile phones, the chances of being selected 

for an interview were not equal among those residents with residential landlines only, 

mobile phones only, and with both landlines and mobile phones.  To avoid biased 
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estimates due to duplication in both frames, the data had to be weighted based on the 

telephone status of the respondents (i.e., landline only, mobile only, and both landline 

and mobile) as obtained from the survey results.  Based on this adjustment, the 

survey data from the dual frame could be combined.
2
 

The other reason for weighting the survey data involved the issue of random sampling 

and non-responses.  Ideally, a selected sample will be a miniature of the population 

from which the respondents come, so that the results of the survey represent the 

situation for the whole population.  Due to random sampling, some kind of sampling 

error or non-response may occur that could deviate from the real distribution of the 

population.  In order to be in line with the real distribution of the Hong Kong 

population, the data in the current survey were weighted based on up-to-date figures 

(as of mid-2018) provided by the Census and Statistics Department on the age-sex 

distribution of the population (aged 18 and above, excluding Foreign Domestic 

Helpers [FDHs]).  For details on the calucation of weighting procedures, please refer 

to Appendix IV. 

 

2.8 Rounding of figures 

Since the survey data had been weighed, there may be a slight discrepancy beween the 

sum of the individual responses and the total, as shown in the following tables or 

charts.  This discrepancy is due to rounding. 

 

2.9 Sampling errors 

Inferences drawn from the survey results (based on a random sample) about the real 

population are subject to a certain margin of error (i.e., the extent to which the results from 

the sample may differ from what would be in the whole population), which can be 

estimated using the following formula: 

                                                 
2
  There is no consensus in the survey research community regarding the best practice for weighting dual-frame 

samples for landlines and mobile phones, particularly as no such official or authoritative information on 

telephone status is available so far in Hong Kong.  The procedure for weighting a dual-frame survey was 

proposed by Prof. John Bacon-Shone, Director ofthe Social Sciences Research Centre of The University of 

Hong Kong and a member of the Public Engagement Director’s team engaged by the Task Force, responsible 

for the overall analysis of the public views collected during the Task Force’s public engagement exercise.  
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 estimated margin of errors .).96.1( ES  or 

  )
)1(

96.1(
n

pp 
  

where S.E. is the standard error of the sample; n is the number of successful cases; p is 

the proportion of a variable in a random sample (i.e., the statistic used to infer the 

population parameter); and 1.96 refers to the Z score at a 95% confidence level.  This 

is the so-called “95% Confidence Interval (95% CI)”.  In fact, to compare the 

precision of the estimates of the various variables in this survey, it is not only the 

estimated margin of errors (i.e., the 95% CI) that can be applied individually to 

variables; the coefficient of variation (CV) can be also used to compare the degree of 

variability among various variables.  The CV is obtained using the following 

formula: 

 coefficient of variation (CV)   

 

where S.E. is the standard error of the sample; the estimate of a variable in this survey 

mainly refers to the proportion of the response for a variable.   

For details of the CV and 95% CI of each variable in this survey, please refer to 

Appendix V. 

  

=
𝑆. 𝐸.  

𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑎𝑡𝑒
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3. Profiles of the respondents 

 

In the survey, the respondents were asked questions about their socio-economic 

background, including their gender, age, housing status, and the districts where they 

lived (the information on gender was filled in by the interviewers).  This information 

is shown in Table 3.1.  With regard to gender, the proportion of female respondents 

(52.8%) was slightly greater than that of male respondents (47.2%).  

Concerning age groups, 16.3% of the respondents were 18 to 29 years of age, 16.4% 

were 30 to 39, 17.4% were 40 to 49, 20.0% were 50 to 59, 16.0% were 60 to 69, and 

the remaining 13.8% were 70 years old or above.   

In terms of housing status, 32.1% of the respondents owned the property that they 

lived in, while 22.2% of them lived in a property owned by their household members.  

13.9% of them were tenants of public housing flats and 13.8% were living in public 

housing flats in which their household members were the tenants; and 10.9% were 

tenants of private residential, while only 4.5% were living in private residential flats 

rented by their household members.
3
   

Lastly, as to the districts in which the respondents lived, 17.2% lived in Hong Kong 

Island, 14.8% in Kowloon West, 13.6% in Kowloon East, 24.8% in New Territories 

West, and the remaining 28.6% in New Territories East.
4
  

The unweighted and weighted distribution of frequency tables of all personal 

socio-economic background variables can be found in Appendix VI.  

  

                                                 
3
  The housing status of the respondents was obtained by re-grouping information from three different 

variables on housing.  The questions of the variables and their frequency tables can be found in Appendix 

VI. 
4
  In the interviews, the respondents were asked in which of the 18 District Council districts they lived. Here 

the 18 districts were re-grouped into five regions for easy reference.  The question of this variable and its 

frequency table can be found in Appendix VI. 
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Table 3.1: Profile of the respondents 

 Frequency Percentage 

 Gender   

Males 1,421 47.2 

Females 1,590 52.8 

Total 3,011 100.0 

 Age   

18-29 491 16.3 

30-39 493 16.4 

40-49 523 17.4 

50-59 603 20.0 

60-69 482 16.0 

70 or above 417 13.8 

Refused to answer 2 0.1 

Total 3,011 100.0 

Housing status   

You own the property you live in 966 32.1 

You are tenant (Private residential flat) 328 10.9 

You are tenant (Public housing flat) 418 13.9 

Your household member owns the property  

you live in 

667 22.2 

Your household member is the tenant  

(Private residential flat) 

135 4.5 

Your household member is the tenant  

(Public housing flat) 

415 13.8 

Others 28 0.9 

Do not know / Refused to answer 54 1.8 

Total 3,011 100.0 

Regions of living   

Hong Kong Island 519 17.2 

Kowloon West 446 14.8 

Kowloon East 410 13.6 

New Territories West 747 24.8 

New Territories East 860 28.6 

Did not know / Refused to answer 29 1.0 

Total 3,011 100.0 
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4. Survey results 

 

The 18 land supply options identified by the Task Force, including four 

short-to-medium term options, six medium-to-long term options and eight conceptual 

options were asked by the interviewers one by one in the survey and the respondents 

were required to answer whether they would select those options.  In the interviews, 

information of the potential amount of land that could be provided by the 

short-to-medium term and medium-to-long term options in the coming 10 years and in 

the coming 10 to 30 years were also given to the respondents.  All the following 

survey findings are based on weighted data.  For the unweighted and weighted 

distribution of frequency tables of all of the main variables, please see Appendix VI.  

For the crosstabulations of all of the main variables with personal socio-economic 

background, please see Appendix VII. 

 

4.1 Short-to-medium term options 

The survey first explored the views of the respondents on the four short-to-medium 

options for land supply. These included: “developing brownfield sites”, “tapping into 

the private agricultural land reserve in the New Territories”, “alternative uses of sites 

under Private Recreational Leases”, and “the relocation or consolidation of 

land-extensive recreational facilities”. 

 

4.1.1  “Developing brownfield sites” 

The survey results showed that 78.6% of the respondents selected the option of 

“developing brownfield sites”, which refers to agricultural lands that have been 

converted to industrial or commercial uses.  Only 17.1% did not choose this option 

(see Chart 4.1.1) 
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Chart 4.1.1:  “Developing brownfield sites” (%) 

 

 

 

4.1.2  “Tapping into the private agricultural land reserve in the New Territories” 

Regarding the option of cooperating with the owners of private agricultural lands in 

the New Territories to develop those lands to provide more private and public housing 

units, 61.3% of the respondents replied that they would select it.  About one-third 

(34.3%) of them said “no” to this option (see Chart 4.1.2). 

 

Chart 4.1.2:  “Tapping into the private agricultural land reserve in the New Territories” 

(%) 
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Hard to tell 

61.3  

34.3 
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4.1.3  “Alternative uses of sites under Private Recreational Leases” 

Another short-to-medium option identified by the Task Force was to change the uses 

of sites held under Private Recreational Lease, such as golf courses, yacht clubs, and 

recreation clubs operated by private sports clubs.  Of the respondents, 60.6% claimed 

that they would select this option. Slightly more than one-third (35.7%) said that they 

would not (see Chart 4.1.3). 

 

Chart 4.1.3:  “Alternative uses of sites under Private Recreational Leases” (%) 
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4.1.4  “Relocation or consolidation of land-extensive recreational facilities” 

As Chart 4.1.4 indicated, only 23.3% of the respondents said that they would select the 

option of relocating or consolidating land-extensive government recreational facilities 

such as sports grounds and recreational centres.  The majority of the respondents 

(73.1%) would not choose this option. 

 

Chart 4.1.4:  “Relocation or consolidation of land-extensive recreational facilities” (%) 

 

 

4.1.5  Brief summary of the short-to-medium term options 

In short, among the four short-to-medium term options, the option that the greatest 

number of people chose was “developing brownfield sites” (78.6%), followed by 

“tapping into the private agricultural land reserve in the New Territories” (61.3%), and 

“alternative uses of sites under Private Recreational Leases” (60.6%).  The option 

that was selected by the fewest number of people (23.3%) was “the relocation or 

consolidation of land-extensive recreational facilities” (see Chart 4.1.5). 
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Chart 4.1.5:  Comparison of the four short-to-medium term options (%) 

 

4.2 Medium-to-long term options 

Six medium-to-long term options were identified by the Task Force, namely: 

“near-shore reclamation outside Victoria Harbour”, “developing the East Lantau 

Metropolis”, “developing caverns and underground space”, “more new development 

areas in the New Territories”, “developing the River Trade Terminal site”, and 

“developing two pilot Areas on the periphery of country parks”. 

 

4.2.1  “Near-shore reclamation outside Victoria Harbour” 

With respect to the option of reclaiming near-shore sites outside Victoria Harbour, for 

example, Lung Kwu Tan in Tuen Mun, Siu Ho Wan and Sunny Bay in North Lantau, 

Ma Liu Shui in Shatin, and Tsing Yi Southwest, 61.1% of the respondents answered 

that they would select it, but 35.7% said “no” to this option (see Chart 4.2.1). 
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Chart 4.2.1:  “Near-shore reclamation outside Victoria Harbour” (%) 

 

 

 

4.2.2  “Developing the East Lantau Metropolis” 

58.3% of the respondents replied that they would select the option of constructing 

artificial islands in the waters between Hong Kong Island and Lantau Island to 

develop the “East Lantau Metropolis” as a new town and a core commercial district. 

37.4% thought the opposite (see Chart 4.2.2). 

 

Chart 4.2.2:  “Developing the East Lantau Metropolis” (%) 
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4.2.3  “Developing caverns and underground space” 

Another medium-to-long term option for land supply was to develop caverns and 

underground space to accommodate suitable government facilities, such as sewage 

treatment works and service reservoirs, to release more surface areas for other uses.  

65.9% of the respondents opined that they would select this option and 29.3% said that 

they would not (Chart 4.2.3). 

 

Chart 4.2.3:  “Developing caverns and underground space” (%) 

 

 

 

4.2.4  “More New Development Areas in the New Territories” 

Chart 4.2.4 shows that 78.4% of the respondents selected the option of developing 

more New Development Areas in the New Territories, such as areas in the New 

Territories North with development potential.  Only 17.0% of them did not favour 

this option. 
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Chart 4.2.4:  “More New Development Areas in the New Territories” (%) 

 

 

 

4.2.5  “Developing the River Trade Terminal site” 

Regarding the medium-to-long term option of releasing the River Trade Terminal site 

in Tuen Mun West to accommodate industrial and brownfield-related operations, 

nearly two-thirds (65.0%) of the respondents said that they would select it, while 

26.4% said that they would not (see Chart 4.2.5). 

 

Chart 4.2.5:  “Developing the River Trade Terminal site” (%) 
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4.2.6  “Developing two pilot areas on the periphery of country parks” 

The last medium-to-long term option was to develop two pilot areas on the periphery 

of country parks of relatively low ecological and public enjoyment value in Tai Lam 

and Shui Chuen O respectively, to build public housing units or non-profit-making 

elderly homes.  With respect to this option, 52.7% of the respondents anwered that 

they would select it and 44.0% said that they would not (see Chart 4.2.6). 

 

Chart 4.2.6:  “Developing two pilot areas on the periphery of country parks” (%) 

 

 

 

4.2.7  Brief summary of the medium-to-long term options 

As Chart 4.2.7 showed, the medium-to-long term option that the largest number of 

respondents chose was “more New Development Areas in the New Territories”.  Of 

the respondents, 78.4% said that they would select it.  The popularity of the other 

options, in descending order, were “developing caverns and underground space” 

(65.9%), “developing the River Trade Terminal site” (65.0%), “near-shore reclamation 

outside Victoria Harbour” (61.1%), and “developing the East Lantau Metropolis” 

(58.3%).  The least popular medium-to-long term option was “developing two pilot 

areas on the periphery of country parks” (52.7%). 
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Chart 4.2.7:  Comparison of the six medium-to-long term options (%) 

 

4.3 Conceptual options 

The Task Force also identified eight conceptual options for land supply.  They are: 

“developing the River Trade Terminal site and its surroundings in the long term”, 

‘developing more areas on the periphery of country parks”, “increasing development 

intensity of ‘Village Type Development’ zones”, “topside development of existing 

transport infrastructure”, “utilising the development potential of public utilities sites”, 

“relocation of Kwai Tsing Container Terminals”, “topside development of Kwai Tsing 

Container Terminals”, and “reclaiming part of Plover Cove Reservoir for new town 

development”. 

 

4.3.1 “Developing the River Trade Terminal site and its surroundings in the long term” 

About two-thirds of the respondents (67.1%) selected the conceptual option of 

developing the River Trade Terminal site in Tuen Mun West and its surroundings in 

the long term, particularly the land provided by reclamation at Lung Kwu Tan next to 

the Terminal, to rationalise the land uses along the entire seafront area of western Tuen 

Mun and explore the feasibility of developing housing in this area.  Some 26.7% of 

the respondents did not choose this option (see Chart 4.3.1). 
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Chart 4.3.1: “Developing the River Trade Terminal site and its surroundings in the long 

term” (%) 

 

 

4.3.2  “Developing more areas on the periphery of country parks” 

Apart from the two pilot areas in Tai Lam and Shui Chuen O mentioned above, there 

was a conceptual option that suggested exploring the feasibility of developing other 

areas of relatively low ecological and public enjoyment value on the periphery of 

country parks.  Regarding this option, slightly less than half of the respondents 

(47.5%) responded that they would select it, while 46.7% said that they would not (see 

Chart 4.3.2). 

 

Chart 4.3.2:  “Developing more areas on the periphery of country parks” (%) 
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4.3.3  “Increasing development intensity of ‘Village Type Development’ zones” 

The survey results showed that 54.0% of the respondents selected the conceptual 

option of increasing the development intensity of “Village Type Development” zones, 

such as by allowing for the development of higher-rise small houses.  About 

two-fifths of them (39.9%) did not choose this option (see Chart 4.3.3). 

 

Chart 4.3.3: “Increasing development intensity of ‘Village Type Development’ zones” (%) 

 

 

 

 

4.3.4  “Topside development of existing transport infrastructure” 

As Chart 4.3.4 indicates, concerning the option of undertaking topside development of 

existing transport infrastructure, for example, building houses above roads or railways, 

57.2% of the respondents replied that they were willing to select this option, while 

37.0% were not. 
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Chart 4.3.4:  “Topside development of existing transport infrastructure” (%) 

 

 

 

4.3.5  “Utilising the development potential of public utilities sites” 

While about two-thirds of the respondents (66.9%) indicated that they would chose the 

option of utilising public utilities sites such as telephone exchanges and depots, 

including changes in land use or topside development, 25.8% rejected this option (see 

Chart 4.3.5). 

 

Chart 4.3.5:  “Utilising the development potential of public utilities sites” (%) 
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4.3.6  “Relocation of Kwai Tsing ContainerTerminals” 

With respect to the conceptual option of relocating the Kwai Tsing Container 

Terminals to another place to free up the land for other purposes, slightly more than 

half of the respondents (51.7%) answered that they would select this land supply 

option, while 40.7% said that they would not (see Chart 4.3.6). 

 

Chart 4.3.6:  “Relocation of Kwai Tsing Container Terminals” (%) 
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4.3.7  “Topside development of Kwai Tsing Container Terminals” 

Another conceptual option concerning the Kwai Tsing Container Terminals was to 

construct elevated platforms above the Terminals for topside housing development, 

while allowing the facility to continue operating.  Less than half of the respondents 

(44.4%) said that they would select this option, with the other half (49.7%) indicating 

that they would not (see Chart 4.3.7). 

 

Chart 4.3.7:  “Topside development of Kwai Tsing Container Terminals” (%) 
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4.3.8  “Reclaiming part of Plover Cove Reservoir for new town development” 

Lastly, when the respondents were asked if they would choose the option of reclaiming 

part of the Plover Cove Reservoir to develop a “Plover Cove New Town”, only 23.2% 

of them said “yes”, while 72.1% said “no” (see Chart 4.3.8).  

 

Chart 4.3.8:  “Reclaiming part of Plover Cove Reservoir for new town development” (%) 
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4.3.9  Brief summary of the conceptual options 

As Chart 4.3.9 showed, the conceptual option that the greatest number of respondents 

selected was “developing the River Trade Terminal site and its surroundings in the 

long term” (67.1%).  The other four options that more than half of the respondents 

would choose were “utilizing the development potential of public utilities sites” 

(66.9%), “topside development of existing transport infrastructure” (57.2%), 

“increasing the development intensity of ‘Village Type Development’ zones” (54.0%), 

and “relocation of the Kwai Tsing Container Terminals” (51.7%).  The three options 

that the fewest number of respondents selected were “developing more areas on the 

periphery of country parks” (47.5), “topside development of Kwai Tsing Container 

Terminals” (44.4%) and “reclaiming part of Plover Cove Reservoir for new town 

development” (23.2%). 

 

Chart 4.3.9:  Comparison of the eight conceptual options (%) 
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4.4 Other issues about land supply 

In addition to the 18 options on land supply, three questions were also asked in the 

survey. These related to the factors to be considered for increasing land supply, the 

development of more land to develop a land reserve, and the public enagement 

activities held by the Task Force. 

 

4.4.1  The prime factor to be considered for increasing land supply 

With regard to the factor to be considered first if Hong Kong needs to increase land 

supply, a comparatively larger number of respondents chose “less impact on the 

natural environment” (34.4%).  In descending order of priority were “land can be 

provided more quickly” (20.5%), “more land can be provided” (18.2%), “relatively 

small impacts on the original land users or the community” (13.1%), and “less public 

funds are borne by the government” (4.6%) (see Chart 4.4.1). 

 

Chart 4.4.1:  The prime factor to be considered for increasing land supply (%) 
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4.4.2  Developing more land for reserves 

When the respondents were asked whether they supported the development of more 

land to develop a land reserve to improve living space and to cope with unforeseeable 

needs, 84.3% of them said they either “strongly support” (29.9%) or “support” (54.4%) 

this idea.  Only 10.3% indicated that they would “not support” (8.8%) or “strongly 

not support” (1.5%) it (see Chart 4.4.2). 

 

Chart 4.4.2:  Support of developing more land for reserves (%) 
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4.4.3  Whether heard of or have seen the public engagement activities held by the Task 

Force 

The respondents were also asked if they had heard of or watched the public 

engagement activities or the exhibitions held by the Task Force on Land Supply on TV, 

radio, newspapers, the Internet, or any other channels. The survey results showed that 

55.4% of the respondents said that they had, while 43.2% said that they had not heard 

of or watched those activities (see Chart 4.4.3). 

 

Chart 4.4.3: Whether heard of or have seen the public engagement activities held by the 

Task Force (%) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(END) 
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Appendix I: Content of the questionnaire 

 

Telephone Survey for Task Force on Land Supply  

 

 

【Self introduction】 

“Hello, this is Hong Kong Institute of Asia-Pacific Studies at the Chinese University of Hong 

Kong. The Task Force on Land Supply is conducting a public engagement exercise on land supply 

issues of Hong Kong, with a view to resolving the problem of land shortage and developing a land 

reserve. On behalf of the Task Force, we are conducting a telephone opinion survey.  Is it okay 

for us to start this survey?”  

 

 

**【For Landline Survey: Ask CHERES to REPEAT1. For Mobile Survey: Ask CHKAGE to REPEAT2】 

 

【CHKRES to REPEAT1: For Landline Survey】 

 

CHKRES “Is this a residential unit?” 【For Landline Survey only】 

0. Yes【Press "0" then press ENTER to continue】 

--. No【Press "CONTROL/END" to terminate】 

 

 

NMEMBERS “In order to avoid the sample being biased towards a certain type of person, we 

would like to conduct random sampling. NOT including foreign domestic helpers, how 

many family members aged 18 or above are currently living in the unit? That is, those who 

spend at least four nights or above a week in the unit” 【For  Landline Survey only】 

   1. Only one【Skip to MOBILE】            9. Refused【Skip to MOBILE】 

   2. Two 

   3. Three 

   4. Four 

   5. Five 

   6. Six 

   7. Seven 

   8. Eight 

 

 

SEL_MEM  “Because there is more than one eligible respondent in your household, we hope 

that all the eligible family members would have an equal opportunity to be selected. So 

among the ___ persons you just mentioned, could you please ask the one who will have the 

next birthday to answer the phone?” 【For Landline Survey only】 

0. Yes【Press "0" then press ENTER to continue】 

--. No【Press "CONTROL/END" to terminate】 
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MOBILE “Do you have a local mobile phone number for telephone calls?”  

【For Landline Survey only】 

  0. No【Skip to GENDER】        

  1. Yes【Skip to REPEAT1】        

 

 

REPEAT1 “Have you been interviewed by us for this survey through mobile phone before?” 

 【For Landline Survey only】 

  0. No【Skip to GENDER】         

  1. Yes【End of Interview】         

 

 

【CHKAGE to REPEAT2: For Mobile Survey】 

 

CHKAGE “The targeted respondents of this survey are Hong Kong residents aged 18 or above. 

Do you belong to this group?” 【For Mobile Phone Survey only】 

0. Yes【Press "0" then press ENTER to continue】 

--. No【Press "CONTROL/END" to terminate】 

 

 

SCREEN1 “Are you the main user of this mobile phone number?” 

【For Mobile Phone Survey only】 

0. The person who answer the phone is the main user of this mobile phone number 

【Go to LAND】 

1. The person who answer the phone is NOT the main user of this mobile phone 

number【Go to SCREEN2】 

 

 

SCREEN2 “May you please ask the main user of this mobile phone number to answer the phone” 

【For Mobile Phone Survey only】 

0. Main user answers the phone【Press “ESC” to go back to “Self-introduction”】 

   --  Main user is not available  【Temporarily ended --> Call Back】  

  --  Main user refuses to answer【Finish】 

 

 

LAND “Do you currently have a landline at home?” 【For Mobile Phone Survey only】 

  0. No【Skip to GENDER】        

  1. Yes【Skip to REPEAT2】        

 

 

REPEAT2 “Have you been interviewed by us for this survey through landline before?”  

【For Mobile Phone Survey only】 

  0. No【Skip to GENDER】         

  1. Yes【End of Interview】         
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【GENDER to DIST: For both Landline and Mobile Survey】 

 

GENDER  “Gender of the respondents”【To be filled in by interviewers】： 

    1. Male      2. Female 

 

 

AGE “Which of the following age groups do you belong to?”【Read out 1-6】 

 

 1. 18-29       9. Refused to answer 

 2. 30-39     

 3. 40-49     

 4. 50-59     

 5. 60-69     

 6. 70 or above    

 

 

“The Task Force on Land Supply considers that Hong Kong will need additional land of at 

least 1200 hectares, which is equivalent to the area of 60 Victoria Parks.  The Task Force 

has identified four short-to-medium term options, which have the potential to start providing 

additional land in the coming 10 years.  We would like to know if you would select the 

following options” 

 

Q1 “Developing brownfield sites, which refers to agricultural lands that have been converted to 

industrial or commercial uses, such as open storage, logistics, vehicle repair workshops, and 

recycling yards. It is estimated that this option can provide about 110 hectares of land in the 

coming 10 years and about 220 hectares of land in the coming 10 to 30 years. Would you 

select this option?” 

 

 1. Yes       8. No comment / Did not know / Hard to tell 

 2. No            9. Refused to answer 

 

 

Q2 “Cooperating with the owners of private agricultural lands in the New Territories to develop 

those lands to provide more private and public housing units. It is estimated that this option 

can provide about 150 hectares of land in the coming 10 years and about 300 hectares of 

land in the coming 10 to 30 years. Would you select this option?” 

 

 1. Yes       8. No comment / Did not know / Hard to tell 

 2. No            9. Refused to answer 

 

 

Q3 “Changing the uses of sites held under Private Recreational Lease, for example, golf courses, 

yacht clubs and recreation clubs operated by private sports clubs. It is estimated that this 

option can provide about 60 hectares of land in the coming 10 years and about 120 hectares 

of land in the coming 10 to 30 years. Would you select this option?” 

 

 1. Yes       8. No comment / Did not know / Hard to tell 

 2. No            9. Refused to answer 
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Q4 “Relocating or consolidating land-extensive government recreational facilities such as sports 

grounds and recreational centres. It is estimated that this option can provide about 3 

hectares of land in the coming 10 years and about 14 hectares of land in the coming 10 to 30 

years. Would you select this option?” 

 

 1. Yes       8. No comment / Did not know / Hard to tell 

 2. No            9. Refused to answer 

 

 

“The Task Force has also identified six medium-to-long term measures, which have the 

potential to provide additional land in the coming 10 to 30 years.  We would like to know 

if you would select the following options” 

 

Q5 “Reclaiming near-shore sites outside Victoria Harbour, for example, Lung Kwu Tan in Tuen 

Mun, Siu Ho Wan and Sunny Bay in North Lantau, Ma Liu Shui in Shatin, and Tsing Yi 

Southwest. It is estimated that this option can provide about 450 hectares of land in the 

coming 10 to 30 years. Would you select this option?” 

 

 1. Yes       8. No comment / Did not know / Hard to tell 

 2. No            9. Refused to answer 

 

 

Q6 “Constructing artificial islands in the waters between Hong Kong Island and Lantau Island to 

develop the “East Lantau Metropolis” as a new town and a core commercial district. It is 

estimated that this option can provide about 1,000 hectares of land in the coming 10 to 30 

years. Would you select this option?” 

 

 1. Yes       8. No comment / Did not know / Hard to tell 

 2. No            9. Refused to answer 

 

 

Q7 “Developing caverns and underground space to accommodate suitable government facilities, 

such as sewage treatment works and service reservoirs, to release more surface areas for 

other uses. It is estimated that this option can provide about 40 hectares of land in the 

coming 10 to 30 years. Would you select this option?”  

 

 1. Yes       8. No comment / Did not know / Hard to tell 

 2. No            9. Refused to answer 

 

 

Q8 “Developing more New Development Areas in the New Territories, such as those areas in the 

New Territories North that have development potential. It is estimated that this option can 

provide about 720 hectares of land in the coming 10 to 30 years. Would you select this 

option?” 

 

 1. Yes       8. No comment / Did not know / Hard to tell 

 2. No            9. Refused to answer 
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Q9 “Releasing the River Trade Terminal site in Tuen Mun West to accommodate industrial and 

brownfield-related operations. It is estimated that this option can provide about 65 hectares 

of land in the coming 10 to 30 years. Would you select this option?” 

 

 1. Yes       8. No comment / Did not know / Hard to tell 

 2. No            9. Refused to answer 

 

 

Q10 “Developing two pilot areas on the periphery of country parks of relatively low ecological 

and public enjoyment value in Tai Lam and Shui Chuen O respectively to build public 

housing units or non-profit-making elderly homes. It is estimated that this option can 

provide about 40 hectares of land in the coming 10 to 30 years. Would you select this 

option?” 

 

 1. Yes       8. No comment / Did not know / Hard to tell 

 2. No            9. Refused to answer 

 

 

“The Task Force has also identified 8 conceptual options.  Without detailed studies, the Task 

Force is unable to confirm when and how much additional land can be provided by these 

options at the moment, but the Task Force would still like to invite the public to express 

their views on these options.  We would like to know if you would select the following 

options.” 

 

Q11 “Apart from the two pilot areas in Tai Lam and Shui Chuen O, to explore the feasibility of 

developing other areas of relatively low ecological and public enjoyment value on the 

periphery of country parks. Would you select this option?” 

 

 1. Yes       8. No comment / Did not know / Hard to tell 

 2. No            9. Refused to answer 

 

 

Q12 “Developing the River Trade Terminal site in Tuen Mun West and its surroundings in the 

long term, particularly the land provided by reclamation at Lung Kwu Tan next to the 

Terminal, to rationalise the land uses along the entire seafront area of western Tuen Mun 

and explore the feasibility of housing development in this area. Would you select this 

option?” 

 

 1. Yes       8. No comment / Did not know / Hard to tell 

 2. No            9. Refused to answer 

 

 

Q13 “Increasing the development intensity of the “Village Type Development” zones, for example, 

to allow for development of higher-rise small houses. Would you select this option?” 

 

 1. Yes       8. No comment / Did not know / Hard to tell 

 2. No            9. Refused to answer 
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Q14 “Undertaking topside development of existing transport infrastructure, for example, to build 

houses above roads or railways. Would you select this option?” 

 

 1. Yes       8. No comment / Did not know / Hard to tell 

 2. No            9. Refused to answer 

 

 

Q15 “Utilising public utilities sites such as telephone exchanges and depots, including changes in 

land use or topside development. Would you select this option?” 

 

 1. Yes       8. No comment / Did not know / Hard to tell 

 2. No            9. Refused to answer 

 

 

Q16 “Relocating the Kwai Tsing Container Terminals to another place to free up the land for other 

purposes. Would you select this option?” 

 

 1. Yes       8. No comment / Did not know / Hard to tell 

 2. No            9. Refused to answer 

 

 

Q17 “Constructing elevated platforms above the Kwai Tsing Container Terminals for topside 

housing development while allowing the Terminals to continue its operation. Would you 

select this option?” 

 

 1. Yes       8. No comment / Did not know / Hard to tell 

 2. No            9. Refused to answer 

 

 

Q18 “Reclaiming part of the Plover Cove Reservoir to develop a “Plover Cove New Town”. 

Would you select this option?” 

 

 1. Yes       8. No comment / Did not know / Hard to tell 

 2. No            9. Refused to answer 

 

 

Q19 “Which ONE of the following factors do you think should be considered first if Hong Kong 

needs to increase land supply?” 

   【Read out 1-6, only 1 answer allowed; Answer options are randomly displayed】 

 

1. Land can be provided more quickly 

2. More land can be provided 

3. Relatively small impacts on the original land users or the community 

4. Less impact on the natural environment 

5. Less public funds are borne by the government 

6. Others (specify) 

88. No comment / Did not know / Hard to tell 

99. Refused to answer 
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Q20 “Do you support the development of more land to develop a land reserve to improve living 

space and to cope with unforeseeable needs? Do you strongly support, support, not support, 

or strongly not support this option?” 

 

 1. Strongly support     8. No comment / Did not know / Hard to tell 

 2. Support       9. Refused to answer    

3. Not support       

 4. Strongly not support 

 

 

Q21 “Have you ever heard of or watched the public engagement activities or the exhibitions held 

by the Task Force on Land Supply on TV, radio, newspapers, the Internet, or any other 

channels?” 

 

 1. Yes       8. Forgot／Did not know 

 2. No            9. Refused to answer 

 

 

HOUSE1 “Is the flat that you are currently living in bought or rented?” 

【Bought: including bought by yourself, jointly bought with others, bought by family members, 

relatives or friends; Rented: including the whole unit or part of the unit】 

 

 1. Bought【Continue to HOUSE2】 88. Did not know【Skip to DIST】 

 2. Rented【Skip to HOUSE3】  99. Refused to answer【Skip to DIST】 

 3. Others (specify)【Skip to DIST】 

  

  

【Only those respondents who said that their flat was bought will be asked.】 

HOUSE2 “Was this flat bought by yourself or by your household member?” 

【Bought by yourself: including jointly bought with others】 

 

 1. Bought by yourself    88. Did not know 

 2. Bought by your household member 99. Refused to answer 

 3. Others (specify) 

【Skip to DIST after this question is completed】 

 

 

【Only those respondents who said that their flat was rented will be asked.】 

HOUSE3  “Is this a public housing flat rented by yourself, a public housing flat rented by your 

household member, a private housing flat rented by yourself, or a private housing flat 

rented by your household member?”  

 

 1. Public housing flat rented by yourself     88. Did not know 

 2. Public housing flat rented by your household member  99. Refused to answer 

 3. Private housing flat rented by yourself 

 4. Private housing flat rented by your household member 

 5. Others (specify) 
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DIST “Which of the 18 District Council Districts do you currently reside in?” 

` 【No need to read out answer; only one answer allowed】 

 

 10. Hong Kong Island [Refused to indicate the exact district]   

  11. Central & Western [HK Island]     

  12. Wan Chai [HK Island]     

  13. Eastern [HK Island]     

  14. Southern [HK Island]     

 20. Kowloon West [Refused to indicate the exact district] 

  21. Yau Tsim Mong [Kowloon West]    

  22. Sham Shui Po [Kowloon West]    

  23. Kowloon City [Kowloon West]    

 30. Kowloon East [Refused to indicate the exact district]   

  31. Wong Tai Sin [Kowloon East] 

  32. Kwun Tong [Kowloon East]    

 40. New Territories West [Refused to indicate the exact district] 

  41. Tsuen Wan [NT West] 

  42. Tuen Mun [NT West] 

  43. Yuen Long [NT West] 

  44. Kwai Tsing [NT West] 

  45. Islands [NT West] 

 50. New Territories East [Refused to indicate the exact district] 

  51. North [NT East] 

  52. Tai Po [NT East] 

  53. Shatin [NT East] 

  54. Sai Kung [NT East] 

 77. Others (specify) 

 88. Did not know／Write down the answers if fail to classify 

 99. Refused to answer 

 

 

 

 

 

“This is the end of the interview. Thank you for your time. Bye Bye.” 
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Appendix II: Daily progress on enumeration  

Fieldwork date Number of enumerated cases Total 

(Landline + Mobile) Landline Mobile 

13/8/2018 19 23 42 

14/8/2018 37 22 59 

15/8/2018 47 7 54 

16/8/2018 114 7 121 

17/8/2018 65 37 102 

18/8/2018 65 33 98 

19/8/2018 74 37 111 

20/8/2018 93 61 154 

21/8/2018 81 47 128 

22/8/2018 107 43 150 

23/8/2018 68 57 125 

24/8/2018 95 50 145 

25/8/2018 73 37 110 

26/8/2018 60 36 96 

27/8/2018 93 64 157 

28/8/2018 36 39 75 

29/8/2018 31 24 55 

30/8/2018 28 11 39 

31//8/2018 26 13 39 

1/9/2018 49 34 83 

3/9/2018 67 16 83 

4/9/2018 66 28 94 

5/9/2018 68 39 107 

6/9/2018 69 30 99 

7/9/2018 85 17 102 

10/9/2018 88 23 111 

11/9/2018 64 18 82 

12/9/2018 64 18 82 

13/9/2018 68 25 93 

14/9/2018 58 37 95 

15/9/2018 37 59 96 

18/9/2018 10 14 24 

Total 2,005 1,006 3,011 
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Appendix III: Call dispositions and response rates 

Call Disposition Landline Mobile 

1. No. of Telephone Numbers Initially Sampled 82,500 41,500 

2. No. of Eligible Cases   

   2a. Successfully completed interviews  2,005 1,006 

   2b. Non-interview    

         2b1. Refusal (known respondent)  409 241 

         2b2. Mid-terminated cases 115 42 

         2b3. Unavailable / Call back  18 10 

         2b4. Physically or mentally unable 23 8 

         2b5. Language problem (known respondent) 0 0 

3. No. of Ineligible Cases   

   3a. Working telephone numbers   

         3a1. Business / company line 5,167 141 

         3a2. No target respondent 186 2,492 

         3a3. Claimed wrong number 29 24 

         3a4. Fax line 2,704 70 

  3b. Non-working / out of service numbers 55,402 21,353 

4. No. of Cases with Unknown Eligibility   

  4a. Not attempt 0 0 

  4b. Busy line / Line not connected 2,240 3,801 

  4c. No answer / No one contact 5,964 5,093 

  4d. Answering machine (unknown eligibles) 2,666 3,484 

  4e. Call blocking / password / technical problems 80 103 

  4f. Immediate disconnection 5,205 3,291 

  4g. Language problem (unknown eligibles) 287 341 

   

Response Rate 1 (Note1) 30.7% 15.4% 

Response Rate 2 (Note 2) 62.5% 47.1% 

 

Note 1: 𝑅𝑅 =
𝐶𝑜𝑚𝑝𝑙𝑒𝑡𝑒𝑑

𝐸𝑙𝑖𝑔𝑖𝑏𝑙𝑒𝑠+𝑈𝑛𝑘𝑛𝑜𝑤𝑛 ∗ (
𝐸𝑙𝑖𝑔𝑖𝑏𝑙𝑒𝑠

𝐸𝑙𝑖𝑔𝑖𝑏𝑙𝑒𝑠+𝐼𝑛𝑒𝑙𝑖𝑔𝑖𝑏𝑙𝑒𝑠
)
 

 

      where Ineligibles excluded  “Non-working / out of service numbers” 

 

 

Note 2: 𝑅𝑅 =
𝐶𝑜𝑚𝑝𝑙𝑒𝑡𝑒𝑑

𝐸𝑙𝑖𝑔𝑖𝑏𝑙𝑒𝑠+𝑈𝑛𝑘𝑛𝑜𝑤𝑛 ∗ (
𝐸𝑙𝑖𝑔𝑖𝑏𝑙𝑒𝑠

𝐸𝑙𝑖𝑔𝑖𝑏𝑙𝑒𝑠+𝐼𝑛𝑒𝑙𝑖𝑔𝑖𝑏𝑙𝑒𝑠
)
 

 

    where Ineligibles included  “Non-working / out of service numbers” 



 

40 

 

Appendix IV: About the calculation of weighting factors 

 

The survey employed the overlap dual-frame telephone sampling approach. This approach 

combines a set of telephone numbers selected randomly from the landline sampling frame 

with another set of telephone numbers selected randomly from the mobile phone sampling 

frame, while individuals with both landline and mobile numbers can be sampled from both 

frames. In order to avoid biased estimates due to a duplication of the population in both 

frames or from other unknown factors, the survey data were weighted using the following 

steps:   

 

Step 1  

The first weighting procedure was to adjust for the telephone status (i.e., landline-only, 

mobile-only, and both landline and mobile) of the sample to reflect the distribution in the 

Hong Kong population. Due to absence of relevant official statistics, we made our estimates 

on the telephone status of the Hong Kong population based on the survey results.  

 

Four key assumptions were made for the estimation:  

 Assumptions  

1 All Hong Kong residents have either a landline or a mobile number or both 

2 Household size is ignored  

3 There is no more than one landline number in a household 

4 The issue of multiple mobile numbers for an individual is ignored 

 

For the landline survey, let  

Nf = number of respondents who only have a landline number  

Nfm1 = number of respondents who have both a landline and a mobile number 

 

For the mobile survey, let  

Nm = number of respondents who only have a mobile number  

Nfm2 = number of respondents who have both landline and mobile numbers 

 

For the whole population, let  

pf = proportion with landline number only  

pm = proportion with mobile number only  

pmf = proportion with both 
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Under assumption 1: 

pm + pf + pmf = 1              (1) 
 

Under assumptions 2 and 3, with a random sample for the landline survey,  

Xf =
Nf

Nf + Nfm1
 

 

should be an unbiased estimate of the proportion of the landline sample with a landline 

number only:  

Xf =
pf

pf + pmf
        (2) 

 

Similarly, under assumption 4, with a random sample for the mobile phone survey,  

Xm =
Nm

Nm+ Nfm2
 

 

should be an unbiased estimate of the proportion of the mobile sample with a mobile number 

only: 

Xm =
pm

pm+ pmf
     (3) 

 

Combining equations (1), (2), (3), we obtain 

pm = 
(1 − Xf)

(
1
Xm

− Xf)
               (4) 

pf =  
Xf(

1
Xm

− 1)

(
1
Xm− Xf)

               (5) 

pmf = 1 − pm− pf              (6) 
 

In other words, the weighting factor 1 for the three groups should be:   

W1m = pm ∗
Nt

Nm
 

W1f = pf ∗
Nt

Nf
 

W1mf = pmf ∗
Nt

(Nfm1 + Nfm2)
 

Where W1m = weighting factor 1 of those who have a mobile number only 

W1f = weighting factor 1 of those who have a landline number only 

W1mf = weighting factor 1 of those who have both 

Nt = total sample size across both frames = Nf + Nm + Nfm1 + Nfm2 

 

According to the landline and mobile surveys, the unweighted distribution of telephone status 

is shown as follows:  
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Do you have a local mobile phone number for telephone calls? 【In Landline Survey only】 

   Frequency  Percent 

1. No 144 7.2 

2. Yes 1,861 92.8 

 Total 2,005 100.0 

 

Do you currently have a landline at home? 【In Mobile Survey only】 

   Frequency  Percent 

1. No 485 48.2 

2. Yes 521 51.8 

 Total 1,006 100.0 

 

In the mobile survey, there were 1,006 successful cases, with 485 respondents having a 

mobile number only and 521 respondents having both.  In the landline survey, there were 

2,005 successful cases, with 144 respondents having a landline number only and 1,861 

respondents having both.  Based on the above observations, the calculations for weighting 

factor 1 are summarized as follows: 

 

W1m = 
[1 − (

144
2005

)]

[
1

(
485
1006)

− (
144
2005

)]

∗
(1006 + 2005)

485
 

= 2.877721742 
 

W1f =  

144
2005

∗ [
1

(
485
1006)

− 1]

[
1

(
485
1006)

−
144
2005]

∗
(1006 + 2005)

144
 

= 0.805638381 
 

W1mf =

{
  
 

  
 

1 −
[1 − (

144
2005

)]

[
1

(
485
1006)

− (
144
2005

)]

−

144
2005

∗ [
1

(
485
1006)

− 1]

[
1

(
485
1006)

−
144
2005]

}
  
 

  
 

∗
(1006 + 2005)

(1861 + 521)
 

  =  0.629426124 
 

where Xf = 
144

2005
, and Xm = 

485

1006
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Step 2  

The second weighting procedure was to ensure that the survey data were in line with the real 

distribution of the Hong Kong population. The data in the current survey were weighted based 

on figures provided by the Census and Statistics Department on the age-sex distribution of the 

population (aged 18 and above, excluding Foreign Domestic Helpers [FDHs]) in the middle 

of 2018. 

 

The second weighting factor was calculated by dividing the proportion of particular age-sex 

groups in the population by that of the corresponding age-sex group in the survey weighted by 

weighting factor 1. The calculations for weighting factor 2 are summarized in the following 

table: 

 
Age group Age-sex distribution  

of the population in 

mid-2018, from the  

C&S Department (%) 

Age-sex distribution  

from the survey 

weighted by  

weighting factor 1 (%) 

Weighting factor 2 

 Male 

(A) 

Female 

 (B) 

Male 

 (C) 

Female 

 (D) 

Male 

(A  C) 

Female 

(B  D) 

18-29 8.22 8.09 10. 85  10. 21  0.757894467 0.792294525 

30-39 7.58 8.80 10. 12  8. 31  0.749441803 1.058959589 

40-49 7.70 9.67 9. 14  7. 73  0.842719926 1.250041196 

50-59 9.46 10.56 10. 25  9. 01  0.923084956 1.171849859 

60-69 7.92 8.09 9. 04  6. 37  0.876338932 1.270007730 

70 or above 6.29 7.56 5. 16  3. 75  1.218648169 2.013677699 

Note: The figures for the age-sex distribution and weighting factor 2 are displayed to two and nine 

decimal places, respectively. 
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Step 3 

The final weighting factor was derived from: 

W = W1 ∗W2 

where  W= final weighting factor 

W1= weighting factor 1 

W2= weighting factor 2 

 

Based on the above formula, the calculations of the final weighting factor are summarized in 

the following table: 

Age group Telephone 

status 

Weighting 

factor 1 

(A) 

Weighting  

factor 2 

Final  

weighting factor 

  Male 

 (B) 

Female 

 (C) 

Male 

(A * B) 

Female 

(A * C) 

18-29 Mobile only 2.877721742 0.757894467 0.792294525 2.181009386 2.280003181 

 Landline only 0.805638381 0.757894467 0.792294525 0.610588871 0.638302878 

 Both  0.629426124 0.757894467 0.792294525 0.477038576 0.498690872 

30-39 Mobile only 2.877721742 0.749441803 1.058959589 2.156684971 3.047391033 

 Landline only 0.805638381 0.749441803 1.058959589 0.603779081 0.853138489 

 Both  0.629426124 0.749441803 1.058959589 0.471718249 0.666536829 

40-49 Mobile only 2.877721742 0.842719926 1.250041196 2.425113453 3.597270728 

 Landline only 0.805638381 0.842719926 1.250041196 0.678927517 1.007081165 

 Both  0.629426124 0.842719926 1.250041196 0.530429936 0.786808585 

50-59 Mobile only 2.877721742 0.923084956 1.171849859 2.656381648 3.372257818 

 Landline only 0.805638381 0.923084956 1.171849859 0.743672669 0.944087223 

 Both  0.629426124 0.923084956 1.171849859 0.581013786 0.737592914 

60-69 Mobile only 2.877721742 0.876338932 1.270007730 2.521859598 3.654728857 

 Landline only 0.805638381 0.876338932 1.270007730 0.706012278 1.023166972 

 Both  0.629426124 0.876338932 1.270007730 0.551590617 0.799376043 

70 or above Mobile only 2.877721742 1.218648169 2.013677699 3.506930332 5.794804097 

 Landline only 0.805638381 1.218648169 2.013677699 0.981789738 1.622296042 

 Both  0.629426124 1.218648169 2.013677699 0.767048993 1.267461349 

Note: The figures for all weighting factors are displayed to nine decimal places. 
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Appendix V: Coefficient of Variation and 95% Confidence Interval 

 Variables Main 

response 

Sample 

Estimate  

(%) 

CV 

(%) 

[Note1] 

95% CI 

(%) 

[Note 2] 

Q1 Would you select this option: Developing 

brownfield sites 

Yes 78.6 0.95 ±1.46 

Q2 Would you select this option: Tapping 

into the private agricultural land reserve 

in the New Territories 

Yes 61.3 1.45 ±1.74 

Q3 Would you select this option: Alternative 

uses of sites under Private Recreational 

Leases 

Yes 60.6 1.47 ±1.75 

Q4 Would you select this option: Relocation 

or consolidation of land-extensive 

recreational facilities 

No 73.1 1.11 ±1.58 

Q5 Would you select this option: Near-shore 

reclamation outside Victoria Harbour 

Yes 61.1 1.45 ±1.74 

Q6 Would you select this option: Developing 

the East Lantau Metropolis 

Yes 58.3 1.54 ±1.76 

Q7 Would you select this option: Developing  

caverns and underground space 

Yes 65.9 1.31 ±1.69 

Q8 Would you select this option: More new 

development areas in the New Territories 

Yes 78.4 0.96 ±1.47 

Q9 Would you select this option: Developing 

the River Trade Terminal site 

Yes 65.0 1.34 ±1.70 

Q10 Would you select this option: Developing 

two pilot Areas on the periphery of 

country parks 

Yes 52.7 1.73 ±1.78 

Q11 Would you select this option: Developing 

more areas on the periphery of country 

parks 

Yes 47.5 1.92 ±1.78 

Q12 Would you select this option: Developing 

the River Trade Terminal site and its 

surroundings in the long term 

Yes 67.1 1.28 ±1.68 

Q13 Would you select this option: Increasing 

development intensity of “Village Type 

Development” zones 

Yes 54.0 1.68 ±1.78 

Q14 Would you select this option: Topside 

development of existing transport 

infrastructure 

Yes 57.2 1.58 ±1.77 

Q15 Would you select this option: Utilising the 

Development Potential of Public Utilities 

Sites 

Yes 66.9 1.28 ±1.68 

Q16 Would you select this option: Relocation 

of Kwai Tsing Container Terminals 

Yes 51.7 1.76 ±1.78 
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 Variables Main 

response 

Sample 

Estimate  

(%) 

CV 

(%) 

[Note1] 

95% CI 

(%) 

[Note 2] 

Q17 Would you select this option: Topside 

development of Kwai Tsing Container 

Terminals 

No 49.7 1.83 ±1.79 

Q18 Would you select this option: Reclaiming 

part of Plover Cove Reservoir for New 

Town Development 

No 72.1 1.13 ±1.60 

Q19 The prime factor to be considered for land  

supply 

Less impact 

on the natural 

environment 

34.4 2.52 ±1.70 

Q20 Support for developing more land 

reserves 

Support / 

Strongly 

support 

84.3 0.79 ±1.30 

Q21 Whether heard of or have seen the public 

engagement activities held by the Task 

Force 

Yes 55.4 1.64 ±1.78 

Note 1: CV refers to the coefficient of variation. It is a standardized measure of dispersion for comparing 

the precision of the estimates of various variables with different unit. CV is obtained by the 

standard error divided by the estimate to which it refers.  

Note 2: 95% CI refers to the 95% Confidence Interval. CI is a range of values of the estimate in the sample 

that may fall into the true value in the range when we project that value into the population. The 

value after the ± is called the margin of error. 
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Appendix VI: Frequency tables of all main variables 

【Due to the rounding effect, the total percentage may also not equal to 100% and the total 

sample size of weighted results may not equal to 3,011.】 

 

GENDER “Gender of the respondents” 

  Unweighted  Weighted 

  Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent 

1. Male 1585 52.6  1421 47.2 

2. Female 1426 47.4  1590 52.8 

 Total 3011 100.0  3011 100.0 

 

 

AGE “Which of the following age groups do you belong to?” 

  Unweighted  Weighted 

  Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent 

1. 18-29 509 16.9  491 16.3 

2. 30-39 433 14.4  493 16.4 

3. 40-49 486 16.1  523 17.4 

4. 50-59 667 22.2  603 20.0 

5. 60-69 549 18.2  482 16.0 

6. 70 or above 364 12.1  417 13.8 

9. Refused to answer 3 0.1  2 0.1 

 Total 3011 100.0  3011 100.0 

 

 

Q1 “Developing brownfield sites, which refers to agricultural lands that have been converted to 

industrial or commercial uses, such as open storage, logistics, vehicle repair workshops, and 

recycling yards. It is estimated that this option can provide about 110 hectares of land in the 

coming 10 years and about 220 hectares of land in the coming 10 to 30 years. Would you 

select this option?” 

  Unweighted  Weighted 

  Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent 

1. Yes 2398 79.6  2368 78.6 

2. No 492 16.3  515 17.1 

8. No comment / Did not know / Hard to tell 121 4.0  128 4.2 

 Total 3011 100.0  3011 100.0 
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Q2 “Cooperating with the owners of private agricultural lands in the New Territories to develop 

those lands to provide more private and public housing units. It is estimated that this option 

can provide about 150 hectares of land in the coming 10 years and about 300 hectares of 

land in the coming 10 to 30 years. Would you select this option?” 

  Unweighted  Weighted 

  Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent 

1. Yes 1843 61.2  1846 61.3 

2. No 1027 34.1  1032 34.3 

8. No comment / Did not know / Hard to tell 140 4.6  132 4.4 

9. Refused to answer 1 0.0  1 0.0 

 Total 3011 100.0  3011 100.0 

 

 

Q3 “Changing the uses of sites held under Private Recreational Lease, for example, golf courses, 

yacht clubs and recreation clubs operated by private sports clubs. It is estimated that this 

option can provide about 60 hectares of land in the coming 10 years and about 120 hectares 

of land in the coming 10 to 30 years. Would you select this option?” 

  Unweighted  Weighted 

  Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent 

1. Yes 1836 61.0  1826 60.6 

2. No 1058 35.1  1074 35.7 

8. No comment / Did not know / Hard to tell 117 3.9  111 3.7 

 Total 3011 100.0  3011 100.0 

 

 

Q4 “Relocating or consolidating land-extensive government recreational facilities such as 

sports grounds and recreational centres. It is estimated that this option can provide about 3 

hectares of land in the coming 10 years and about 14 hectares of land in the coming 10 to 30 

years. Would you select this option?” 

  Unweighted  Weighted 

  Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent 

1. Yes 678 22.5  701 23.3 

2. No 2228 74.0  2200 73.1 

8. No comment / Did not know / Hard to tell 104 3.5  107 3.5 

9. Refused to answer 1 0.0  4 0.1 

 Total 3011 100.0  3011 100.0 

 

 

  



 

49 

 

Q5 “Reclaiming near-shore sites outside Victoria Harbour, for example, Lung Kwu Tan in Tuen 

Mun, Siu Ho Wan and Sunny Bay in North Lantau, Ma Liu Shui in Shatin, and Tsing Yi 

Southwest. It is estimated that this option can provide about 450 hectares of land in the 

coming 10 to 30 years. Would you select this option?” 

  Unweighted  Weighted 

  Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent 

1. Yes 1836 61.0  1839 61.1 

2. No 1065 35.4  1074 35.7 

8. No comment / Did not know / Hard to tell 110 3.7  98 3.3 

 Total 3011 100.0  3011 100.0 

 

 

Q6 “Constructing artificial islands in the waters between Hong Kong Island and Lantau Island 

to develop the “East Lantau Metropolis” as a new town and a core commercial district. It is 

estimated that this option can provide about 1,000 hectares of land in the coming 10 to 30 

years. Would you select this option?” 

  Unweighted  Weighted 

  Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent 

1. Yes 1737 57.7  1757 58.3 

2. No 1151 38.2  1127 37.4 

8. No comment / Did not know / Hard to tell 123 4.1  128 4.2 

 Total 3011 100.0  3011 100.0 

 

 

Q7 “Developing caverns and underground space to accommodate suitable government facilities, 

such as sewage treatment works and service reservoirs, to release more surface areas for 

other uses. It is estimated that this option can provide about 40 hectares of land in the 

coming 10 to 30 years. Would you select this option?” 

  Unweighted  Weighted 

  Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent 

1. Yes 2015 66.9  1986 65.9 

2. No 854 28.4  882 29.3 

8. No comment / Did not know / Hard to tell 142 4.7  143 4.8 

 Total 3011 100.0  3011 100.0 
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Q8 “Developing more New Development Areas in the New Territories, such as those areas in 

the New Territories North that have development potential. It is estimated that this option 

can provide about 720 hectares of land in the coming 10 to 30 years. Would you select this 

option?” 

  Unweighted  Weighted 

  Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent 

1. Yes 2362 78.4  2361 78.4 

2. No 507 16.8  511 17.0 

8. No comment / Did not know / Hard to tell 142 4.7  139 4.6 

 Total 3011 100.0  3011 100.0 

 

 

Q9 “Releasing the River Trade Terminal site in Tuen Mun West to accommodate industrial and 

brownfield-related operations. It is estimated that this option can provide about 65 hectares 

of land in the coming 10 to 30 years. Would you select this option?” 

  Unweighted  Weighted 

  Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent 

1. Yes 1968 65.4  1959 65.0 

2. No 786 26.1  794 26.4 

8. No comment / Did not know / Hard to tell 256 8.5  258 8.6 

9. Refused to answer 1 0.0  1 0.0 

 Total 3011 100.0  3011 100.0 

 

 

Q10 “Developing two pilot areas on the periphery of country parks of relatively low ecological 

and public enjoyment value in Tai Lam and Shui Chuen O respectively to build public 

housing units or non-profit-making elderly homes. It is estimated that this option can 

provide about 40 hectares of land in the coming 10 to 30 years. Would you select this 

option?” 

  Unweighted  Weighted 

  Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent 

1. Yes 1554 51.6  1588 52.7 

2. No 1372 45.6  1324 44.0 

8. No comment / Did not know / Hard to tell 85 2.8  98 3.3 

 Total 3011 100.0  3011 100.0 
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Q11 “Apart from the two pilot areas in Tai Lam and Shui Chuen O, to explore the feasibility of 

developing other areas of relatively low ecological and public enjoyment value on the 

periphery of country parks. Would you select this option?” 

  Unweighted  Weighted 

  Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent 

1. Yes 1387 46.1  1430 47.5 

2. No 1458 48.4  1407 46.7 

8. No comment / Did not know / Hard to tell 166 5.5  174 5.8 

 Total 3011 100.0  3011 100.0 

 

 

Q12 “Developing the River Trade Terminal site in Tuen Mun West and its surroundings in the 

long term, particularly the land provided by reclamation at Lung Kwu Tan next to the 

Terminal, to rationalise the land uses along the entire seafront area of western Tuen Mun 

and explore the feasibility of housing development in this area. Would you select this 

option?” 

  Unweighted  Weighted 

  Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent 

1. Yes 2033 67.5  2020 67.1 

2. No 785 26.1  803 26.7 

8. No comment / Did not know / Hard to tell 193 6.4  188 6.3 

 Total 3011 100.0  3011 100.0 

 

 

Q13 “Increasing the development intensity of the ‘Village Type Development’ zones, for 

example, to allow for development of higher-rise small houses. Would you select this 

option?” 

  Unweighted  Weighted 

  Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent 

1. Yes 1598 53.1  1626 54.0 

2. No 1226 40.7  1203 39.9 

8. No comment / Did not know / Hard to tell 186 6.2  178 5.9 

9. Refused to answer 1 0.0  4 0.1 

 Total 3011 100.0  3011 100.0 
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Q14 “Undertaking topside development of existing transport infrastructure, for example, to build 

houses above roads or railways. Would you select this option?” 

  Unweighted  Weighted 

  Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent 

1. Yes 1728 57.4  1721 57.2 

2. No 1103 36.6  1114 37.0 

8. No comment / Did not know / Hard to tell 178 5.9  174 5.8 

9. Refused to answer 2 0.1  1 0.0 

 Total 3011 100.0  3011 100.0 

 

 

Q15 “Utilising public utilities sites such as telephone exchanges and depots, including changes in 

land use or topside development. Would you select this option?” 

  Unweighted  Weighted 

  Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent 

1. Yes 2012 66.8  2015 66.9 

2. No 786 26.1  778 25.8 

8. No comment / Did not know / Hard to tell 212 7.0  217 7.2 

9. Refused to answer 1 0.0  1 0.0 

 Total 3011 100.0  3011 100.0 

 

 

Q16 “Relocating the Kwai Tsing Container Terminals to another place to free up the land for 

other purposes. Would you select this option?” 

  Unweighted  Weighted 

  Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent 

1. Yes 1549 51.4  1557 51.7 

2. No 1230 40.9  1226 40.7 

8. No comment / Did not know / Hard to tell 228 7.6  225 7.5 

9. Refused to answer 4 0.1  3 0.1 

 Total 3011 100.0  3011 100.0 

 

 

Q17 “Constructing elevated platforms above the Kwai Tsing Container Terminals for topside 

housing development while allowing the Terminals to continue its operation. Would you 

select this option?” 

  Unweighted  Weighted 

  Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent 

1. Yes 1337 44.4  1338 44.4 

2. No 1493 49.6  1496 49.7 

8. No comment / Did not know / Hard to tell 178 5.9  175 5.8 

9. Refused to answer 3 0.1  3 0.1 

 Total 3011 100.0  3011 100.0 
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Q18 “Reclaiming part of the Plover Cove Reservoir to develop a “Plover Cove New Town”. 

Would you select this option?” 

  Unweighted  Weighted 

  Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent 

1. Yes 646 21.5  698 23.2 

2. No 2235 74.2  2171 72.1 

8. No comment / Did not know / Hard to tell 127 4.2  139 4.6 

9. Refused to answer 3 0.1  2 0.1 

 Total 3011 100.0  3011 100.0 

 

 

Q19 “Which ONE of the following factors do you think should be considered first if Hong Kong 

needs to increase land supply?”【Read out 1-6, only 1 answer allowed】 

  Unweighted  Weighted  

  Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent 

1. Land can be provided more quickly 613 20.4  619 20.5 

2. More land can be provided 560 18.6  548 18.2 

3. Relatively small impacts on the original land 

users or the community 

394 13.1  394 13.1 

4. Less impact on the natural environment 1007 33.4  1037 34.4 

5. Less public funds are borne by the government 138 4.6  137 4.6 

6. Others 174 5.8  153 5.1 

88. No comment / Did not know / Hard to tell 119 4.0  119 4.0 

99. Refused to answer 6 0.2  4 0.1 

 Total 3011 100.0  3011 100.0 

 

 

Q19a “Which ONE of the following factors do you think should be considered first if Hong Kong 

needs to increase land supply?”【All other answers are displayed】 

  Unweighted  Weighted  

  Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent 

1. Land can be provided more quickly 613 20.4  619 20.5 

2. More land can be provided 560 18.6  548 18.2 

3. Relatively small impacts on the original land 

users or the community 

394 13.1  394 13.1 

4. Less impact on the natural environment 1007 33.4  1037 34.4 

5. Less public funds are borne by the government 138 4.6  137 4.6 

11. Others: Support reclamation / Only reclamation 

can solve the land shortage problem in the 

long run 

18 0.6  15 0.5 

12. Others: Improve immigration policy / reduce 

the number of new immigrants / stop 

immigrants from Mainland 

26 0.9  21 0.7 

13. Others: Change the plot-ratio / let the buildings 

build higher 
1 0.0  1 0.0 
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  Unweighted  Weighted  

  Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent 

14. Others: Improve the arrangement and ratio of 

public and private housing 
4 0.1  3 0.1 

15. Others: Develop country parks 3 0.1  2 0.1 

16. Others: Development of brownfield sites has to 

be considered first 
2 0.1  1 0.0 

17. Others: Comprehensive ancillary transport 

facilities 
2 0.1  1 0.0 

18. Others: Change government land sale policy 1 0.0  1 0.0 

19. Others: Consider how to improve residential 

density 
1 0.0  1 0.0 

20. Others: How to improve environmental and air 

qualities  
1 0.0  1 0.0 

21. Others: Government has to spend more money 

on housing construction / Government has to 

increase resources on housing construction 

3 0.1  2 0.1 

22. Others: Government has to consider to spend 

less resources on housing construction 
1 0.0  1 0.0 

23. Others: Increase the density of low-density 

areas 
1 0.0  0 0.0 

24. Others: How to let citizens (particularly the 

youth) having their own properties as soon as 

possible 

2 0.1  1 0.0 

25. Others: To have smarter or better planning of 

land-use 
1 0.0  0 0.0 

26. Others: Consider the values of land 1 0.0  0 0.0 

27. Others: Make more uses of vacant industrial 

buildings  
1 0.0  1 0.0 

28. Others: Promote the comprehensiveness of city 

planning 
1 0.0  0 0.0 

29. Others: Resources allocation problems – 

rigorous checks and interim monitoring are 

needed to prevent abuses of public housing  

1 0.0  1 0.0 

30. Others: Reinforce urban renewal planning 1 0.0  0 0.0 

31. Others: Utilize the land of Greater Bay Area to 

accommodate the new immigrants 
1 0.0  1 0.0 

32. Others: Have to consider whether people have 

the initiatives to move into the newly 

developed areas 

1 0.0  1 0.0 

33. Others: Develop New Territories because there 

are more lands 
1 0.0  0 0.0 

34. Others: Develop Zhuhai 1 0.0  2 0.1 

35. Others: Government policies are not flexible 

enough 
1 0.0  1 0.0 

36. Others: Impact on wild animals 1 0.0  1 0.0 

37. Others: Agree to build more public housing 

flats but disagree to build too much private 

residential flats 

1 0.0  2 0.1 

38. Others: Government should consider how to 

reduce the number of options 
1 0.0  0 0.0 



 

55 

 

  Unweighted  Weighted  

  Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent 

39. Others: Government should consider the 

proportion between Hong Kong land resources 

and population 

1 0.0  3 0.1 

40. Others: There is not just one solution; have to 

balance the interests of all parties 
1 0.0  1 0.0 

41. Others: Dismantle Government House for 

housing; ban property speculation and 

recreational lands have to be rented at market 

prices 

1 0.0  2 0.1 

42. Others: Consider to re-build old buildings aged 

50 or above and build ordinary housing units 

in the surrounding areas for the people 

affected  

1 0.0  1 0.0 

44. Others: Government must establish a 

population control policy to review the 

phenomenon that let foreigners buy properties 

in Hong Kong. 

1 0.0  1 0.0 

45. Others: Consider existing lands first and then 

develop the others 
1 0.0  2 0.1 

46. Others: Change part of land use 3 0.1  2 0.1 

47. Others: The Town Planning Board has to amend 

obsolete regulations 
1 0.0  1 0.0 

48. Others: The amount of lands is enough. It is just 

the works of land development are not 

enough. 

1 0.0  2 0.1 

51. 1 + 2 15 0.5  13 0.4 

52. 1 + 3 6 0.2  4 0.1 

53. 1 + 4 6 0.2  4 0.1 

54. 1 + 5 2 0.1  3 0.1 

55. 2 + 3 6 0.2  5 0.2 

56. 2 + 4 7 0.2  7 0.2 

57. 2 + 5 3 0.1  3 0.1 

58. 3 + 4 21 0.7  24 0.8 

59. 3 + 5 1 0.0  1 0.0 

60. 4 + 5 1 0.0  1 0.0 

67. 3 + 5 + 12 1 0.0  2 0.1 

68. 12 + 13 1 0.0  1 0.0 

69. 12 + 39 1 0.0  0 0.0 

71. Others: All the above factors must be 

considered 
10 0.3  8 0.3 

72. Others: All the above factors need not to be 

considered 
2 0.1  1 0.0 

88. No comment / Did not know / Hard to tell 119 4.0  119 4.0 

99. Refused to answer 6 0.2  4 0.1 

 Total 3011 100.0  3011 100.0 

Notes:  A zero value may mean a non-zero figure due to a small magnitude of value affected by 

rounding of figure.  
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Q20 “Do you support the development of more land to develop a land reserve to improve living 

space and to cope with unforeseeable needs? Do you strongly support, support, not support, 

or strongly not support this option?” 

  Unweighted  Weighted 

  Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent 

1. Strongly support 909 30.2  900 29.9 

2. Support 1649 54.8  1638 54.4 

3. Not support 238 7.9  266 8.8 

4. Strongly not support 49 1.6  46 1.5 

8. No comment / Did not know / Hard to tell 155 5.1  150 5.0 

9. Refused to answer 11 0.4  10 0.3 

 Total 3011 100.0  3011 100.0 

 

 

Q21 “Have you ever heard of or watched the public engagement activities or the exhibitions held 

by the Task Force on Land Supply on TV, radio, newspapers, the Internet, or any other 

channels?” 

  Unweighted  Weighted 

  Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent 

1. Yes 1714 56.9  1668 55.4 

2. No 1254 41.6  1300 43.2 

8. Forgot / Did not know 34 1.1  34 1.1 

9. Refused to answer 9 0.3  10 0.3 

 Total 3011 100.0  3011 100.0 

 

 

HOUSE1 “Is the flat that you are currently living in bought or rented?” 

  Unweighted  Weighted 

  Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent 

1. Bought【Continue to HOUSE2】 1809 60.1  1641 54.5 

2. Rented【Skip to HOUSE3】 1147 38.1  1312 43.6 

11. Others: Staff or company dormitory (Free) 

【Skip to DIST】 

4 0.1  3 0.1 

12. Others: Free given by friend or relative 

【Skip to DIST】 

1 0.0  1 0.0 

13. Others: Borrowed from friend【Skip to DIST】 1 0.0  1 0.0 

88. Did not know【Skip to DIST】 12 0.4  20 0.7 

99. Refused to answer【Skip to DIST】 37 1.2  34 1.1 

 Total 3011 100.0  3011 100.0 
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HOUSE2 “Was this flat bought by yourself or by your household member?” 

【Only those respondents who said that their flat was bought will be asked】 

  Unweighted  Weighted 

  Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent 

1. Bought by yourself【Skip to DIST】 1053 35.0  966 32.1 

2. Bought by your household member 

【Skip to DIST】 

748 24.8  667 22.2 

99. Refused to answer【Skip to DIST】 8 0.3  8 0.3 

0. Inapplicable (Note) 1202 39.9  1370 45.5 

 Total 3011 100.0  3011 100.0 

Notes: Due to skipping rule of HOUSE1, some respondents are no need to answer this question. 

 

 

HOUSE3 “Is this a public housing flat rented by yourself, a public housing flat rented by your 

household member, a private housing flat rented by yourself, or a private housing flat rented 

by your household member?” 

【Only those respondents who said that their flat was rented will be asked】 

  Unweighted  Weighted 

  Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent 

1. Public housing flat rented by yourself 382 12.7  418 13.9 

2. Public housing flat rented by your household 
member 

401 13.3  415 13.8 

3. Private housing flat rented by yourself 240 8.0  328 10.9 

4. Private housing flat rented by your household 

member 

112 3.7  135 4.5 

11. Others: Rented staff or company dormitory 5 0.2  6 0.2 

12. Others: Rented Govt or civil servants 3 0.1  5 0.2 

99. Refused to answer 4 0.1  5 0.2 

0 Inapplicable (Note) 1864 61.9  1699 56.4 

 Total 3011 100.0  3011 100.0 

Notes: Due to skipping rule of HOUSE1, some respondents are no need to answer this question. 
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HOUSE  Housing status 【Reconstructed from HOUSE1, HOUSE2 & HOUSE3】 

  Unweighted  Weighted 

  Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent 

1. You own the property you live in 1053 35.0  966 32.1 

2. You are tenant (Private residential flat) 240 8.0  328 10.9 

3. You are tenant (Public housing flat) 382 12.7  418 13.9 

4. Your household member owns the property  

you live in 

748 24.8  667 22.2 

5. Your household member is the tenant  

(Private residential flat) 

112 3.7  135 4.5 

6. Your household member is the tenant  

(Public housing flat) 

401 13.3  415 13.8 

7. Others 26 0.9  28 0.9 

8. Do not know / Refused to answer 49 1.6  54 1.8 

 Total 3011 100.0  3011 100.0 

 

 

DIST  “Which of the 18 District Council Districts do you currently reside in?” 

  Unweighted  Weighted 

  Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent 

10. Hong Kong Island  

[Refused to indicate the exact district] 

24 0.8  23 0.8 

11. Central & Western [HK Island] 103 3.4  102 3.4 

12. Wan Chai [HK Island] 62 2.1  74 2.4 

13. Eastern [HK Island] 261 8.7  224 7.4 

14. Southern [HK Island] 100 3.3  96 3.2 

20. Kowloon West  

[Refused to indicate the exact district] 

17 0.6  16 0.5 

21. Yau Tsim Mong [Kowloon West] 105 3.5  115 3.8 

22. Sham Shui Po [Kowloon West] 159 5.3  164 5.4 

23. Kowloon City [Kowloon West] 160 5.3  151 5.0 

30. Kowloon East  

[Refused to indicate the exact district] 

26 0.9  29 0.9 

31. Wong Tai Sin [Kowloon East] 175 5.8  163 5.4 

32. Kwun Tong [Kowloon East] 220 7.3  218 7.2 

40. New Territories West  

[Refused to indicate the exact district] 

29 1.0  28 0.9 

41. Tsuen Wan [NT West] 122 4.1  127 4.2 

42. Tuen Mun [NT West] 151 5.0  167 5.6 

43. Yuen Long [NT West] 187 6.2  172 5.7 

44. Kwai Tsing [NT West] 187 6.2  190 6.3 

45. Islands [NT West] 51 1.7  62 2.1 
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  Unweighted  Weighted 

  Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent 

50. New Territories East 

[Refused to indicate the exact district] 

29 1.0  37 1.2 

51. North [NT East] 144 4.8  163 5.4 

52. Tai Po [NT East] 122 4.1  125 4.1 

53. Shatin [NT East] 314 10.4  321 10.7 

54. Sai Kung [NT East] 230 7.6  214 7.1 

88. Did not know 4 0.1  3 0.1 

99. Refused to answer 29 1.0  26 0.9 

 Total 3011 100.0  3011 100.0 

 

 

REGION  Regions of living 【Reconstructed from DIST】 

  Unweighted  Weighted 

  Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent 

1. Hong Kong Island 550 18.3  519 17.2 

2. Kowloon West 441 14.6  446 14.8 

3. Kowloon East 421 14.0  410 13.6 

4. New Territories West 727 24.1  747 24.8 

5. New Territories East 839 27.9  860 28.6 

9. Did not know / Refused to answer 33 1.1  29 1.0 

 Total 3011 100.0  3011 100.0 
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Appendix VII: Cross-tabulations of all variables and Chi-square tests 

 

Q1: “Developing brownfield sites” (%) 

  Yes  No  No comment / 
Did not know /  

Hard to tell 

 Total 

* GENDER        

 Male 78.9  18.7  2.3  100.0 

 Female 78.4  15.7  6.0  100.0 

* AGE        

 18-29 75.6  22.0  2.3  100.0 

 30-39 77.1  19.3  3.5  100.0 

 40-49 82.6  14.9  2.4  100.0 

 50-59 83.3  13.8  2.9  100.0 

 60-69 79.6  14.6  5.8  100.0 

 70 or above 71.0  19.2  9.8  100.0 

* HOUSING STATUS        

 You own the property  

you live in 

79.0  17.0  4.0  100.0 

 You are tenant (Private 

residential flat) 

77.6  19.1  3.3  100.0 

 You are tenant (Public 

housing flat) 

78.7  13.7  7.6  100.0 

 Your household member 

owns the property you  

live in 

82.0  14.1  3.9  100.0 

 Your household member is 

the tenant (Private 

residential flat) 

75.8  21.6  2.6  100.0 

 Your household member 

is the tenant (Public 

housing flat) 

77.0  20.1  2.9  100.0 

* REGIONS OF LIVING        

 Hong Kong Island 80.8  15.1  4.0  100.0 

 Kowloon West 76.8  16.4  6.8  100.0 

 Kowloon East 75.4  20.4  4.2  100.0 

 New Territories West 76.8  18.8  4.4  100.0 

 New Territories East 81.7  15.7  2.6  100.0 

Note： 1.  All data in the table had been weighted.  

 2.  A test of statistical significance (i.e. the chi-square test) was employed to detect the existence of 

statistically significant relationship between the variable and personal socio-economic 

background at 95% confidence level.  If yes, “*” will be marked (* p < 0.05). 
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Q2: “Tapping into the private agricultural land reserve in the New Territories” (%) 

  Yes  No  No comment / 
Did not know / 
Hard to tell / 

Refused to answer 

 Total 

* GENDER        

 Male 61.9  35.1  3.0  100.0 

 Female 60.8  33.5  5.7  100.0 

* AGE        

 18-29 53.4  45.4  1.2  100.0 

 30-39 61.7  36.3  2.0  100.0 

 40-49 56.8  40.0  3.1  100.0 

 50-59 65.5  29.6  4.9  100.0 

 60-69 65.0  29.8  5.2  100.0 

 70 or above 65.8  23.4  10.8  100.0 

* HOUSING STATUS        

 You own the property  

you live in 

61.2  33.8  4.9  100.0 

 You are tenant (Private 

residential flat) 

65.4  32.0  2.6  100.0 

 You are tenant (Public 

housing flat) 

64.2  29.5  6.3  100.0 

 Your household member 

owns the property you  

live in 

63.2  34.5  2.3  100.0 

 Your household member is 

the tenant (Private 

residential flat) 

53.2  43.8  3.1  100.0 

 Your household member 

is the tenant (Public 

housing flat) 

55.9  39.2  4.9  100.0 

 REGIONS OF LIVING        

 Hong Kong Island 60.6  34.9  4.5  100.0 

 Kowloon West 59.2  36.1  4.7  100.0 

 Kowloon East 60.6  34.1  5.3  100.0 

 New Territories West 59.8  35.2  5.0  100.0 

 New Territories East 64.4  32.5  3.1  100.0 

Note： 1.  All data in the table had been weighted.  

 2.  A test of statistical significance (i.e. the chi-square test) was employed to detect the existence of 

statistically significant relationship between the variable and personal socio-economic 

background at 95% confidence level.  If yes, “*” will be marked (* p < 0.05). 
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Q3: “Alternative uses of sites under Private Recreational Leases”(%) 

  Yes  No  No comment / 
Did not know /  

Hard to tell 

 Total 

* GENDER        

 Male 60.9  36.8  2.3  100.0 

 Female 60.4  34.7  4.9  100.0 

* AGE        

 18-29 69.4  30.1  0.5  100.0 

 30-39 65.0  33.7  1.3  100.0 

 40-49 64.9  32.9  2.2  100.0 

 50-59 59.7  37.1  3.2  100.0 

 60-69 53.5  40.3  6.1  100.0 

 70 or above 49.5  40.5  10.0  100.0 

* HOUSING STATUS        

 You own the property  

you live in 

55.5  39.3  5.2  100.0 

 You are tenant (Private 

residential flat) 

61.9  36.6  1.4  100.0 

 You are tenant (Public 

housing flat) 

61.4  33.4  5.2  100.0 

 Your household member 

owns the property you  

live in 

63.9  33.4  2.7  100.0 

 Your household member is 

the tenant (Private 

residential flat) 

63.8  34.1  2.1  100.0 

 Your household member 

is the tenant (Public 

housing flat) 

65.9  32.8  1.3  100.0 

 REGIONS OF LIVING        

 Hong Kong Island 56.7  38.8  4.4  100.0 

 Kowloon West 55.9  39.7  4.4  100.0 

 Kowloon East 60.5  35.2  4.3  100.0 

 New Territories West 63.0  34.0  3.0  100.0 

 New Territories East 63.2  33.8  2.9  100.0 

Note： 1.  All data in the table had been weighted.  

 2.  A test of statistical significance (i.e. the chi-square test) was employed to detect the existence of 

statistically significant relationship between the variable and personal socio-economic 

background at 95% confidence level.  If yes, “*” will be marked (* p < 0.05). 
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Q4: “Relocation or consolidation of land-extensive recreational facilities”(%) 

  Yes  No  No comment / 
Did not know / 
Hard to tell / 

Refused to answer 

 Total 

* GENDER        

 Male 22.4  75.0  2.6  100.0 

 Female 24.1  71.3  4.6  100.0 

* AGE        

 18-29 22.8  76.5  0.7  100.0 

 30-39 21.7  76.3  2.0  100.0 

 40-49 21.0  77.0  2.0  100.0 

 50-59 23.2  74.5  2.3  100.0 

 60-69 21.8  72.5  5.6  100.0 

 70 or above 30.4  58.9  10.8  100.0 

* HOUSING STATUS        

 You own the property  

you live in 

19.5  77.4  3.1  100.0 

 You are tenant (Private 

residential flat) 

25.3  74.2  0.6  100.0 

 You are tenant (Public 

housing flat) 

26.8  64.7  8.4  100.0 

 Your household member 

owns the property you  

live in 

25.2  72.0  2.7  100.0 

 Your household member is 

the tenant (Private 

residential flat) 

22.5  77.0  0.5  100.0 

 Your household member 

is the tenant (Public 

housing flat) 

24.4  71.8  3.7  100.0 

* REGIONS OF LIVING        

 Hong Kong Island 23.4  73.6  3.0  100.0 

 Kowloon West 27.5  69.1  3.4  100.0 

 Kowloon East 22.2  71.9  5.8  100.0 

 New Territories West 23.8  72.0  4.2  100.0 

 New Territories East 21.0  76.2  2.7  100.0 

Note： 1.  All data in the table had been weighted.  

 2.  A test of statistical significance (i.e. the chi-square test) was employed to detect the existence of 

statistically significant relationship between the variable and personal socio-economic 

background at 95% confidence level.  If yes, “*” will be marked (* p < 0.05). 
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Q5: “Near-shore reclamation outside Victoria Harbour” (%) 

  Yes  No  No comment / 
Did not know /  

Hard to tell 

 Total 

* GENDER        

 Male 67.3  29.7  3.0  100.0 

 Female 55.5  41.0  3.5  100.0 

* AGE        

 18-29 41.8  56.1  2.1  100.0 

 30-39 47.6  49.9  2.5  100.0 

 40-49 56.9  40.3  2.8  100.0 

 50-59 66.4  29.7  3.9  100.0 

 60-69 78.0  19.3  2.7  100.0 

 70 or above 77.6  16.7  5.7  100.0 

* HOUSING STATUS        

 You own the property  

you live in 

66.8  30.4  2.8  100.0 

 You are tenant (Private 

residential flat) 

65.5  31.7  2.8  100.0 

 You are tenant (Public 

housing flat) 

69.2  27.0  3.9  100.0 

 Your household member 

owns the property you  

live in 

55.4  41.3  3.3  100.0 

 Your household member is 

the tenant (Private 

residential flat) 

53.9  42.8  3.3  100.0 

 Your household member 

is the tenant (Public 

housing flat) 

49.5  46.4  4.1  100.0 

* REGIONS OF LIVING        

 Hong Kong Island 66.8  29.7  3.5  100.0 

 Kowloon West 64.0  34.0  2.0  100.0 

 Kowloon East 61.7  33.3  5.0  100.0 

 New Territories West 62.6  33.7  3.7  100.0 

 New Territories East 55.2  42.1  2.7  100.0 

Note： 1.  All data in the table had been weighted.  

 2.  A test of statistical significance (i.e. the chi-square test) was employed to detect the existence of 

statistically significant relationship between the variable and personal socio-economic 

background at 95% confidence level.  If yes, “*” will be marked (* p < 0.05). 
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Q6: “Developing the East Lantau Metropolis” (%) 

  Yes  No  No comment / 
Did not know /  

Hard to tell 

 Total 

* GENDER        

 Male 63.9  34.0  2.1  100.0 

 Female 53.4  40.5  6.1  100.0 

* AGE        

 18-29 48.5  50.2  1.3  100.0 

 30-39 53.8  44.3  1.9  100.0 

 40-49 52.0  44.4  3.7  100.0 

 50-59 62.9  33.1  4.0  100.0 

 60-69 68.2  27.5  4.3  100.0 

 70 or above 65.3  23.3  11.5  100.0 

* HOUSING STATUS        

 You own the property  

you live in 

60.4  36.0  3.6  100.0 

 You are tenant (Private 

residential flat) 

57.8  35.7  6.5  100.0 

 You are tenant (Public 

housing flat) 

64.5  31.5  4.0  100.0 

 Your household member 

owns the property you  

live in 

58.0  38.2  3.8  100.0 

 Your household member is 

the tenant (Private 

residential flat) 

54.9  41.7  3.4  100.0 

 Your household member 

is the tenant (Public 

housing flat) 

50.9  44.2  4.9  100.0 

 REGIONS OF LIVING        

 Hong Kong Island 60.1  34.5  5.4  100.0 

 Kowloon West 59.4  36.8  3.8  100.0 

 Kowloon East 55.1  41.0  3.9  100.0 

 New Territories West 58.6  37.8  3.6  100.0 

 New Territories East 58.6  37.1  4.3  100.0 

Note： 1.  All data in the table had been weighted.  

 2.  A test of statistical significance (i.e. the chi-square test) was employed to detect the existence of 

statistically significant relationship between the variable and personal socio-economic 

background at 95% confidence level.  If yes, “*” will be marked (* p < 0.05). 
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Q7: “Developing caverns and underground space” (%) 

  Yes  No  No comment / 
Did not know /  

Hard to tell 

 Total 

* GENDER        

 Male 68.1  28.6  3.2  100.0 

 Female 64.0  29.9  6.1  100.0 

* AGE        

 18-29 61.7  35.8  2.4  100.0 

 30-39 67.0  31.9  1.1  100.0 

 40-49 70.7  26.4  2.9  100.0 

 50-59 67.1  28.2  4.7  100.0 

 60-69 67.7  25.9  6.4  100.0 

 70 or above 60.1  27.9  12.1  100.0 

* HOUSING STATUS        

 You own the property  

you live in 

66.9  27.8  5.2  100.0 

 You are tenant (Private 

residential flat) 

72.5  25.5  2.0  100.0 

 You are tenant (Public 

housing flat) 

65.9  26.7  7.4  100.0 

 Your household member 

owns the property you  

live in 

66.3  31.3  2.5  100.0 

 Your household member is 

the tenant (Private 

residential flat) 

55.6  41.7  2.7  100.0 

 Your household member 

is the tenant (Public 

housing flat) 

63.6  30.3  6.1  100.0 

 REGIONS OF LIVING        

 Hong Kong Island 66.5  28.4  5.2  100.0 

 Kowloon West 64.6  30.7  4.7  100.0 

 Kowloon East 68.8  26.7  4.6  100.0 

 New Territories West 61.9  33.1  5.0  100.0 

 New Territories East 69.4  26.6  4.1  100.0 

Note： 1.  All data in the table had been weighted.  

 2.  A test of statistical significance (i.e. the chi-square test) was employed to detect the existence of 

statistically significant relationship between the variable and personal socio-economic 

background at 95% confidence level.  If yes, “*” will be marked (* p < 0.05). 
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Q8: “More New Development Areas in the New Territories” (%) 

  Yes  No  No comment / 
Did not know /  

Hard to tell 

 Total 

* GENDER        

 Male 79.5  16.9  3.6  100.0 

 Female 77.4  17.0  5.5  100.0 

* AGE        

 18-29 76.5  21.8  1.8  100.0 

 30-39 75.7  21.1  3.2  100.0 

 40-49 77.9  19.1  2.9  100.0 

 50-59 84.3  12.7  3.0  100.0 

 60-69 78.3  13.9  7.9  100.0 

 70 or above 76.3  13.5  10.2  100.0 

* HOUSING STATUS        

 You own the property  

you live in 

77.9  16.5  5.5  100.0 

 You are tenant (Private 

residential flat) 

82.3  16.2  1.5  100.0 

 You are tenant (Public 

housing flat) 

83.7  10.6  5.7  100.0 

 Your household member 

owns the property you  

live in 

76.6  18.9  4.5  100.0 

 Your household member is 

the tenant (Private 

residential flat) 

78.1  18.6  3.2  100.0 

 Your household member 

is the tenant (Public 

housing flat) 

76.5  19.1  4.4  100.0 

 REGIONS OF LIVING        

 Hong Kong Island 78.6  17.2  4.2  100.0 

 Kowloon West 77.4  18.1  4.5  100.0 

 Kowloon East 76.2  18.0  5.8  100.0 

 New Territories West 79.3  15.7  5.0  100.0 

 New Territories East 79.1  16.9  4.0  100.0 

Note： 1.  All data in the table had been weighted.  

 2.  A test of statistical significance (i.e. the chi-square test) was employed to detect the existence of 

statistically significant relationship between the variable and personal socio-economic 

background at 95% confidence level.  If yes, “*” will be marked (* p < 0.05). 
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Q9: “Developing the River Trade Terminal site” (%) 

  Yes  No  No comment / 
Did not know / 
Hard to tell / 

Refused to answer 

 Total 

* GENDER        

 Male 66.7  27.4  5.8  100.0 

 Female 63.6  25.4  11.0  100.0 

* AGE        

 18-29 65.2  29.9  4.9  100.0 

 30-39 64.6  29.9  5.5  100.0 

 40-49 65.5  28.7  5.8  100.0 

 50-59 68.8  22.7  8.5  100.0 

 60-69 64.0  24.1  11.8  100.0 

 70 or above 60.8  23.1  16.1  100.0 

* HOUSING STATUS        

 You own the property  

you live in 

65.1  25.4  9.5  100.0 

 You are tenant (Private 

residential flat) 

69.0  27.7  3.3  100.0 

 You are tenant (Public 

housing flat) 

65.1  20.9  14.0  100.0 

 Your household member 

owns the property you  

live in 

66.8  27.0  6.2  100.0 

 Your household member is 

the tenant (Private 

residential flat) 

60.5  27.5  12.0  100.0 

 Your household member 

is the tenant (Public 

housing flat) 

64.2  29.3  6.5  100.0 

* REGIONS OF LIVING        

 Hong Kong Island 66.9  21.9  11.3  100.0 

 Kowloon West 63.9  24.6  11.6  100.0 

 Kowloon East 65.8  28.1  6.1  100.0 

 New Territories West 63.3  30.5  6.1  100.0 

 New Territories East 66.3  25.4  8.3  100.0 

Note： 1.  All data in the table had been weighted.  

 2.  A test of statistical significance (i.e. the chi-square test) was employed to detect the existence of 

statistically significant relationship between the variable and personal socio-economic 

background at 95% confidence level.  If yes, “*” will be marked (* p < 0.05). 
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Q10: “Developing two pilot Areas on the periphery of country parks” (%) 

  Yes  No  No comment / 
Did not know /  

Hard to tell 

 Total 

* GENDER        

 Male 51.3  47.1  1.5  100.0 

 Female 54.0  41.2  4.8  100.0 

* AGE        

 18-29 43.1  55.6  1.3  100.0 

 30-39 44.3  53.7  1.9  100.0 

 40-49 43.2  54.2  2.7  100.0 

 50-59 54.3  43.8  2.0  100.0 

 60-69 68.2  28.1  3.7  100.0 

 70 or above 66.3  24.5  9.2  100.0 

* HOUSING STATUS        

 You own the property  

you live in 

51.3  44.7  4.0  100.0 

 You are tenant (Private 

residential flat) 

53.7  45.0  1.3  100.0 

 You are tenant (Public 

housing flat) 

64.2  30.1  5.7  100.0 

 Your household member 

owns the property you  

live in 

50.2  46.8  3.0  100.0 

 Your household member is 

the tenant (Private 

residential flat) 

40.7  56.7  2.6  100.0 

 Your household member 

is the tenant (Public 

housing flat) 

53.5  45.1  1.4  100.0 

 REGIONS OF LIVING        

 Hong Kong Island 49.7  46.1  4.2  100.0 

 Kowloon West 55.0  41.9  3.1  100.0 

 Kowloon East 50.1  46.7  3.1  100.0 

 New Territories West 52.6  43.9  3.5  100.0 

 New Territories East 54.7  42.8  2.5  100.0 

Note： 1.  All data in the table had been weighted.  

 2.  A test of statistical significance (i.e. the chi-square test) was employed to detect the existence of 

statistically significant relationship between the variable and personal socio-economic 

background at 95% confidence level.  If yes, “*” will be marked (* p < 0.05). 
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Q11: “Developing more areas on the periphery of country parks” (%)  

  Yes  No  No comment / 
Did not know /  

Hard to tell 

 Total 

* GENDER        

 Male 47.1  48.4  4.5  100.0 

 Female 47.9  45.3  6.9  100.0 

* AGE        

 18-29 42.0  55.9  2.1  100.0 

 30-39 35.4  61.8  2.9  100.0 

 40-49 44.7  50.5  4.7  100.0 

 50-59 50.8  43.4  5.9  100.0 

 60-69 59.4  34.3  6.3  100.0 

 70 or above 53.4  32.4  14.2  100.0 

* HOUSING STATUS        

 You own the property  

you live in 

48.6  45.6  5.7  100.0 

 You are tenant (Private 

residential flat) 

48.0  46.0  5.9  100.0 

 You are tenant (Public 

housing flat) 

56.9  35.3  7.8  100.0 

 Your household member 

owns the property you  

live in 

45.8  50.3  3.9  100.0 

 Your household member is 

the tenant (Private 

residential flat) 

29.9  61.9  8.3  100.0 

 Your household member 

is the tenant (Public 

housing flat) 

45.7  49.7  4.6  100.0 

 REGIONS OF LIVING        

 Hong Kong Island 47.3  47.5  5.2  100.0 

 Kowloon West 49.1  44.8  6.1  100.0 

 Kowloon East 46.7  47.4  5.9  100.0 

 New Territories West 47.2  48.1  4.6  100.0 

 New Territories East 47.9  45.6  6.5  100.0 

Note： 1.  All data in the table had been weighted.  

 2.  A test of statistical significance (i.e. the chi-square test) was employed to detect the existence of 

statistically significant relationship between the variable and personal socio-economic 

background at 95% confidence level.  If yes, “*” will be marked (* p < 0.05). 
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Q12: “Developing the River Trade Terminal site and its surroundings in the long term” (%) 

  Yes  No  No comment / 
Did not know /  

Hard to tell 

 Total 

* GENDER        

 Male 72.0  23.5   4.4  100.0 

 Female 62.6  29.5   7.9  100.0 

* AGE        

 18-29 58.4  37.9   3.7  100.0 

 30-39 60.8  34.1   5.2  100.0 

 40-49 66.9  30.0   3.1  100.0 

 50-59 73.4  19.2   7.4  100.0 

 60-69 74.3  19.7   6.0  100.0 

 70 or above 67.7  19.4  12.8  100.0 

* HOUSING STATUS        

 You own the property  

you live in 

69.5  23.4   7.1  100.0 

 You are tenant (Private 

residential flat) 

72.9  21.2   5.9  100.0 

 You are tenant (Public 

housing flat) 

70.5  21.9   7.6  100.0 

 Your household member 

owns the property you  

live in 

64.8  30.8   4.4  100.0 

 Your household member is 

the tenant (Private 

residential flat) 

61.3  29.7   9.1  100.0 

 Your household member 

is the tenant (Public 

housing flat) 

62.3  33.5   4.2  100.0 

* REGIONS OF LIVING        

 Hong Kong Island 67.8  23.9   8.3  100.0 

 Kowloon West 69.8  25.1   5.1  100.0 

 Kowloon East 64.5  29.8   5.7  100.0 

 New Territories West 70.9  24.1   5.0  100.0 

 New Territories East 64.0  29.4   6.5  100.0 

Note： 1.  All data in the table had been weighted.  

 2.  A test of statistical significance (i.e. the chi-square test) was employed to detect the existence of 

statistically significant relationship between the variable and personal socio-economic 

background at 95% confidence level.  If yes, “*” will be marked (* p < 0.05). 
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Q13: “Increasing development intensity of ‘Village Type Development’ zones” (%) 

  Yes  No  No comment / 
Did not know / 
Hard to tell / 

Refused to answer 

 Total 

* GENDER        

 Male 52.5  42.2   5.3  100.0 

 Female 55.3  37.9   6.7  100.0 

* AGE        

 18-29 63.2  35.0   1.8  100.0 

 30-39 51.8  45.3   2.9  100.0 

 40-49 54.2  41.3   4.4  100.0 

 50-59 46.9  46.4   6.7  100.0 

 60-69 54.3  36.8   9.0  100.0 

 70 or above 55.4  32.1  12.5  100.0 

* HOUSING STATUS        

 You own the property  

you live in 

51.1  42.3   6.6  100.0 

 You are tenant (Private 

residential flat) 

52.6  40.8   6.6  100.0 

 You are tenant (Public 

housing flat) 

55.9  34.3   9.8  100.0 

 Your household member 

owns the property you  

live in 

55.2  40.2   4.6  100.0 

 Your household member is 

the tenant (Private 

residential flat) 

57.8  38.5   3.7  100.0 

 Your household member 

is the tenant (Public 

housing flat) 

59.0  37.6   3.4  100.0 

* REGIONS OF LIVING        

 Hong Kong Island 57.4  33.8   8.7  100.0 

 Kowloon West 54.8  38.1   7.2  100.0 

 Kowloon East 54.2  40.4   5.3  100.0 

 New Territories West 54.4  39.8   5.8  100.0 

 New Territories East 51.0  44.7   4.4  100.0 

Note： 1.  All data in the table had been weighted.  

 2.  A test of statistical significance (i.e. the chi-square test) was employed to detect the existence of 

statistically significant relationship between the variable and personal socio-economic 

background at 95% confidence level.  If yes, “*” will be marked (* p < 0.05). 
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Q14: “Topside development of existing transport infrastructure” (%) 

  Yes  No  No comment / 
Did not know / 
Hard to tell / 

Refused to answer 

 Total 

* GENDER        

 Male 60.8  34.6   4.6  100.0 

 Female 53.9  39.1   6.9  100.0 

* AGE        

 18-29 57.0  41.3   1.7  100.0 

 30-39 60.5  37.2   2.2  100.0 

 40-49 61.0  34.6   4.4  100.0 

 50-59 60.4  33.9   5.7  100.0 

 60-69 50.0  41.7   8.3  100.0 

 70 or above 52.3  33.8  13.9  100.0 

* HOUSING STATUS        

 You own the property  

you live in 

55.9  38.2   6.0  100.0 

 You are tenant (Private 

residential flat) 

54.9  39.8   5.3  100.0 

 You are tenant (Public 

housing flat) 

57.5  32.2  10.3  100.0 

 Your household member 

owns the property you  

live in 

59.2  37.9   2.9  100.0 

 Your household member is 

the tenant (Private 

residential flat) 

57.2  38.3   4.5  100.0 

 Your household member 

is the tenant (Public 

housing flat) 

62.0  32.6   5.4  100.0 

 REGIONS OF LIVING        

 Hong Kong Island 55.4  38.3   6.3  100.0 

 Kowloon West 54.1  39.0   6.9  100.0 

 Kowloon East 59.5  33.6   6.8  100.0 

 New Territories West 58.3  37.6   4.0  100.0 

 New Territories East 58.2  35.9   5.8  100.0 

Note： 1.  All data in the table had been weighted.  

 2.  A test of statistical significance (i.e. the chi-square test) was employed to detect the existence of 

statistically significant relationship between the variable and personal socio-economic 

background at 95% confidence level.  If yes, “*” will be marked (* p < 0.05). 
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Q15: “Utilising the development potential of public utilities sites”(%) 

  Yes  No  No comment / 
Did not know / 
Hard to tell / 

Refused to answer 

 Total 

* GENDER        

 Male 67.9  27.0   5.1  100.0 

 Female 66.1  24.9   9.1  100.0 

* AGE        

 18-29 71.7  25.5   2.8  100.0 

 30-39 69.1  26.2   4.7  100.0 

 40-49 75.1  20.2   4.7  100.0 

 50-59 66.5  26.8   6.7  100.0 

 60-69 63.1  27.4   9.5  100.0 

 70 or above 53.5  30.0  16.6  100.0 

* HOUSING STATUS        

 You own the property  

you live in 

62.9  29.0   8.1  100.0 

 You are tenant (Private 

residential flat) 

76.5  17.7   5.8  100.0 

 You are tenant (Public 

housing flat) 

64.2  25.0  10.8  100.0 

 Your household member 

owns the property you  

live in 

70.3  24.6   5.0  100.0 

 Your household member is 

the tenant (Private 

residential flat) 

69.6  24.9   5.5  100.0 

 Your household member 

is the tenant (Public 

housing flat) 

68.0  25.8   6.2  100.0 

 REGIONS OF LIVING        

 Hong Kong Island 68.3  23.2   8.5  100.0 

 Kowloon West 67.7  24.5   7.9  100.0 

 Kowloon East 64.7  29.0   6.3  100.0 

 New Territories West 68.2  25.2   6.5  100.0 

 New Territories East 66.1  27.1   6.7  100.0 

Note： 1.  All data in the table had been weighted.  

 2.  A test of statistical significance (i.e. the chi-square test) was employed to detect the existence of 

statistically significant relationship between the variable and personal socio-economic 

background at 95% confidence level.  If yes, “*” will be marked (* p < 0.05). 
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Q16: “Relocation of Kwai Tsing Container Terminals”(%) 

  Yes  No  No comment / 
Did not know / 
Hard to tell / 

Refused to answer 

 Total 

* GENDER        

 Male 51.3  42.4   6.2  100.0 

 Female 52.0  39.2   8.8  100.0 

* AGE        

 18-29 39.6  56.8   3.6  100.0 

 30-39 48.3  46.8   4.9  100.0 

 40-49 51.2  43.9   4.9  100.0 

 50-59 58.2  33.0   8.8  100.0 

 60-69 55.3  34.2  10.5  100.0 

 70 or above 57.2  29.2  13.6  100.0 

* HOUSING STATUS        

 You own the property  

you live in 

53.5  38.6   7.9  100.0 

 You are tenant (Private 

residential flat) 

57.8  33.9   8.3  100.0 

 You are tenant (Public 

housing flat) 

55.9  33.4  10.7  100.0 

 Your household member 

owns the property you  

live in 

48.3  46.4   5.2  100.0 

 Your household member is 

the tenant (Private 

residential flat) 

44.1  48.5   7.4  100.0 

 Your household member 

is the tenant (Public 

housing flat) 

48.0  46.2   5.7  100.0 

 REGIONS OF LIVING        

 Hong Kong Island 53.1  38.8   8.1  100.0 

 Kowloon West 52.7  40.7   6.6  100.0 

 Kowloon East 58.1  35.6   6.3  100.0 

 New Territories West 48.3  44.2   7.4  100.0 

 New Territories East 50.7  41.4   7.8  100.0 

Note： 1.  All data in the table had been weighted.  

 2.  A test of statistical significance (i.e. the chi-square test) was employed to detect the existence of 

statistically significant relationship between the variable and personal socio-economic 

background at 95% confidence level.  If yes, “*” will be marked (* p < 0.05). 
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Q17: “Topside development of Kwai Tsing Container Terminals” (%) 

  Yes  No  No comment / 
Did not know / 
Hard to tell / 

Refused to answer 

 Total 

* GENDER        

 Male 43.4  52.2   4.4  100.0 

 Female 45.3  47.5   7.2  100.0 

* AGE        

 18-29 44.9  53.3   1.8  100.0 

 30-39 45.2  51.6   3.2  100.0 

 40-49 41.4  54.9   3.8  100.0 

 50-59 41.6  51.6   6.7  100.0 

 60-69 48.4  43.9   7.7  100.0 

 70 or above 46.3  40.8  12.9  100.0 

* HOUSING STATUS        

 You own the property  

you live in 

40.4  53.4   6.2  100.0 

 You are tenant (Private 

residential flat) 

45.9  47.3   6.8  100.0 

 You are tenant (Public 

housing flat) 

48.9  43.5   7.5  100.0 

 Your household member 

owns the property you  

live in 

47.0  49.3   3.8  100.0 

 Your household member is 

the tenant (Private 

residential flat) 

43.0  50.4   6.6  100.0 

 Your household member 

is the tenant (Public 

housing flat) 

47.6  47.3   5.0  100.0 

 REGIONS OF LIVING        

 Hong Kong Island 44.4  49.0   6.6  100.0 

 Kowloon West 38.8  55.3   5.8  100.0 

 Kowloon East 46.1  46.9   7.0  100.0 

 New Territories West 45.5  49.9   4.6  100.0 

 New Territories East 46.1  48.2   5.6  100.0 

Note： 1.  All data in the table had been weighted.  

 2.  A test of statistical significance (i.e. the chi-square test) was employed to detect the existence of 

statistically significant relationship between the variable and personal socio-economic 

background at 95% confidence level.  If yes, “*” will be marked (* p < 0.05). 
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Q18: “Reclaiming part of Plover Cove Reservoir for new town development” (%) 

  Yes  No  No comment / 
Did not know / 
Hard to tell / 

Refused to answer 

 Total 

* GENDER        

 Male 20.9  75.3  3.8  100.0 

 Female 25.3  69.2  5.5  100.0 

* AGE        

 18-29 23.9  74.2  1.9  100.0 

 30-39 22.3  75.8  1.9  100.0 

 40-49 19.7  77.1  3.2  100.0 

 50-59 19.2  76.2  4.5  100.0 

 60-69 25.5  66.7  7.9  100.0 

 70 or above 31.0  59.5  9.5  100.0 

* HOUSING STATUS        

 You own the property  

you live in 

17.9  77.1  4.9  100.0 

 You are tenant (Private 

residential flat) 

28.1  68.3  3.6  100.0 

 You are tenant (Public 

housing flat) 

33.2  59.7  7.0  100.0 

 Your household member 

owns the property you  

live in 

21.1  74.6  4.3  100.0 

 Your household member is 

the tenant (Private 

residential flat) 

21.6  73.4  5.0  100.0 

 Your household member 

is the tenant (Public 

housing flat) 

26.4  69.8  3.8  100.0 

 REGIONS OF LIVING        

 Hong Kong Island 22.8  72.5  4.6  100.0 

 Kowloon West 22.1  73.6  4.3  100.0 

 Kowloon East 24.2  69.7  6.0  100.0 

 New Territories West 25.7  69.6  4.7  100.0 

 New Territories East 21.1  74.8  4.2  100.0 

Note： 1.  All data in the table had been weighted.  

 2.  A test of statistical significance (i.e. the chi-square test) was employed to detect the existence of 

statistically significant relationship between the variable and personal socio-economic 

background at 95% confidence level.  If yes, “*” will be marked (* p < 0.05). 

 

 

  



 

78 

 

Q19: “The prime factor to be considered for increasing land supply” (%) 

  Land can 

be 

provided 

more 

quickly 

 More 

land can 

be 
provided 

 Relatively 

small 

impacts on 

the original 

land users 

or the 
community 

 Less  

impact on  

the natural 
environment 

 Less public 

funds are 

borne by the 
government 

 Others  No comment 

/ Did not 

know /  

Hard to tell 

/Refused to 
answer 

 Total 

* GENDER                

 Male 22.9  20.7  12.6  30.3  5.5  4.9   3.3  100.0 

 Female 18.5  16.0  13.5  38.2  3.8  5.2   4.8  100.0 

* AGE 
               

 18-29 12.6  12.4  20.5  47.4  2.9  2.8   1.3  100.0 

 30-39 13.4  16.6  14.5  44.6  5.9  4.1   0.9  100.0 

 40-49 20.5  16.7  11.3  37.7  4.8  7.1   1.8  100.0 

 50-59 25.3  19.9  12.8  29.5  3.9  5.5   3.1  100.0 

 60-69 28.8  20.7  11.6  23.6  4.3  4.5   6.5  100.0 

 70 or above 22.0  23.5   6.8  22.7  5.9  6.5  12.5  100.0 

* HOUSING STATUS 
               

 You own the 

property you live in 

21.3  19.7  12.0  33.4  3.8  6.0   3.9  100.0 

 You are tenant 

(Private residential 

flat) 

19.3  17.6  15.8  34.1  4.9  6.8   1.4  100.0 

 You are tenant 

(Public housing 

flat) 

26.9  20.3  11.7  25.7  5.2  4.2   6.0  100.0 

 Your household 

member owns the 

property you live in 

19.2  17.9  13.1  38.7  3.1  4.5   3.6  100.0 

 Your household 

member is the 

tenant (Private 

residential flat) 

15.8  12.3  13.0  41.0  7.0  7.3   3.6  100.0 

 Your household 

member is the 

tenant (Public 

housing flat) 

17.1  16.8  14.2  38.1  6.8  3.1   3.9  100.0 

 REGIONS OF LIVING               

 Hong Kong Island 20.4  19.1  12.0  36.0  3.7  6.1   2.7  100.0 

 Kowloon West 23.8  18.3  12.0  33.6  3.4  4.8   4.0  100.0 

 Kowloon East 21.2  21.4  10.2  31.7  5.7  5.0   4.8  100.0 

 New Territories West 19.7  17.6  12.4  35.6  5.2  4.2   5.3  100.0 

 New Territories East 19.4  16.8  16.5  34.3  4.8  5.4   2.8  100.0 

Note： 1.  All data in the table had been weighted.  

 2.  A test of statistical significance (i.e. the chi-square test) was employed to detect the existence of 

statistically significant relationship between the variable and personal socio-economic 

background at 95% confidence level.  If yes, “*” will be marked (* p < 0.05). 
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Q20: “Developing more land for reserves” (%) 

  Strongly 

support 

 Support  Not  

support 
 Strongly  

not support 
 No comment / 

Did not know / 
Hard to tell /  
Refused to 

answer 

 Total 

* GENDER            

 Male 36.1  50.1  8.5  1.4   3.9  100.0 

 Female 24.4  58.2  9.1  1.7   6.6  100.0 

* AGE            

 18-29 25.4  59.2  10.7  1.4   3.4  100.0 

 30-39 28.8  53.7  12.9  2.0   2.5  100.0 

 40-49 28.4  57.0  7.4  2.0   5.2  100.0 

 50-59 31.8  53.1   7.0  1.0   7.1  100.0 

 60-69 36.9  50.6   7.2  1.3   4.0  100.0 

 70 or above 27.7  52.4   8.1  1.7  10.1  100.0 

* HOUSING STATUS            

 You own the property  

you live in 

30.1  53.7   7.8  1.5   6.9  100.0 

 You are tenant 

(Private residential 

flat) 

34.5  52.1   9.1  2.4   2.1  100.0 

 You are tenant (Public 

housing flat) 

35.2  53.8   5.5  0.0   5.5  100.0 

 Your household 

member owns the 

property you live in 

28.9  55.0   8.9  1.9   5.3  100.0 

 Your household 

member is the 

tenant (Private 

residential flat) 

24.9  65.0   7.1  2.2   0.9  100.0 

 Your household 

member is the 

tenant (Public 

housing flat) 

26.2  56.7  12.3  0.7   4.1  100.0 

 REGIONS OF LIVING            

 Hong Kong Island 29.7  55.5   6.9  2.0   5.9  100.0 

 Kowloon West 30.0  56.1   6.7  1.8   5.5  100.0 

 Kowloon East 28.5  53.3  12.2  1.5   4.6  100.0 

 New Territories West 31.1  54.1   8.0  1.5   5.2  100.0 

 New Territories East 30.3  53.9   9.9  1.2   4.7  100.0 

Note： 1.  All data in the table had been weighted.  

 2.  A test of statistical significance (i.e. the chi-square test) was employed to detect the existence of 

statistically significant relationship between the variable and personal socio-economic 

background at 95% confidence level.  If yes, “*” will be marked (* p < 0.05). 
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Q21: “Whether heard of or have seen the public engagement activities held by the Task Force” 

(%) 

  Yes  No  Forgot / 
Did not know / 

Refused to answer 

 Total 

* GENDER        

 Male 61.4  37.6  1.0  100.0 

 Female 50.0  48.1  1.9  100.0 

* AGE        

 18-29 38.5  60.8  0.7  100.0 

 30-39 50.9  48.4  0.7  100.0 

 40-49 56.5  42.4  1.1  100.0 

 50-59 64.2  35.0  0.8  100.0 

 60-69 63.0  35.7  1.3  100.0 

 70 or above 57.7  37.5  4.8  100.0 

* HOUSING STATUS        

 You own the property  

you live in 

64.4  34.1  1.6  100.0 

 You are tenant (Private 

residential flat) 

50.4  49.4  0.1  100.0 

 You are tenant (Public 

housing flat) 

58.7  39.0  2.3  100.0 

 Your household member 

owns the property you  

live in 

49.6  49.6  0.8  100.0 

 Your household member is 

the tenant (Private 

residential flat) 

55.0  43.4  1.6  100.0 

 Your household member 

is the tenant (Public 

housing flat) 

46.7  51.8  1.5  100.0 

 REGIONS OF LIVING        

 Hong Kong Island 57.9  40.8  1.3  100.0 

 Kowloon West 55.0  44.4  0.6  100.0 

 Kowloon East 53.4  44.5  2.1  100.0 

 New Territories West 56.2  42.3  1.4  100.0 

 New Territories East 55.0  43.9  1.2  100.0 

Note： 1.  All data in the table had been weighted.  

 2.  A test of statistical significance (i.e. the chi-square test) was employed to detect the existence of 

statistically significant relationship between the variable and personal socio-economic 

background at 95% confidence level.  If yes, “*” will be marked (* p < 0.05). 
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