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Housing Preference for Ageing-in-Place: Are There 
Differences among Emerging-Old, Young-Old and  
Old-Old Adults Living in Hong Kong’s Private Housing 
Estates?

Kar Him Moa , Danyang Leia , Jean Woob , and Rina Kob 

aSchool of Architecture, The Chinese University of Hong Kong, New Territories, Hong Kong, 
China; bJockey Club Institute of Ageing, The Chinese University of Hong Kong, New Territories, 
Hong Kong, China 

ABSTRACT 
This study investigates housing preference among older adults 
in Hong Kong’s private housing estates across three age 
groups: emerging-old (50–65 years), young-old (65–75 years), 
and old-old (75 or above years). Findings highlight signifi-
cantly increasing preferences for safety, thermal comfort, and 
physical periodicals for property services and health-related 
information with age. Respondents generally preferred prox-
imity to facilities, on-site support, and social media for prop-
erty information but were less attentive to home assessment. 
This study provides recommendations for improving housing 
design standards, property management practices, and public 
education programs for older adults.

KEYWORDS 
Age group difference; Hong 
Kong; housing preference; 
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housing   

Introduction

The concept of aging-in-place is widely discussed as a preferred living 
arrangement for older adults internationally (Abramsson & Andersson, 
2016; Costa-Font et al., 2009; Hui et al., 2014; Mulliner et al., 2020). It is 
defined as aging in one’s home and community for as long as possible and 
delaying relocation to a long-term care facility (Bigonnesse & Chaudhury, 
2020). It emphasizes the older adults’ ability to live in their own homes 
and community safely, independently, and comfortably, regardless of age, 
income, or ability (Centers for Disease Control & Prevention, 2019). In 
short, the concept suggests minimal life disruption, with appropriate sup-
port for older adults and their families (Horner & Boldy, 2008; Hui et al., 
2014).
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The physical and social environment of the housing units (i.e., apart-
ments, flats, and houses) and the surrounding neighborhoods would influ-
ence older adults’ well-being by affecting their individual functional status, 
according to the theory of the Ecological Model of Aging (EMA) (Lawton 
& Simon, 1968; Mesthrige & Cheung, 2020) and other related studies 
(Oswald & Wahl, 2013; Ralston, 2018). Thus, a well-designed living envir-
onment can support aging-in-place and alleviate the financial burden asso-
ciated with institutional care and medical support (Mesthrige & Cheung, 
2020). However, inappropriate design can lead to severe health issues 
(Sixsmith & Sixsmith, 2008). The accelerated population aging process 
poses challenges for providing suitable housing, especially in Hong Kong 
with its housing scarcity (Abramsson & Andersson, 2016),

As life expectancy increases, the variation in housing preferences among 
older adults has garnered significant research attention. Older adults could 
vary significantly in terms of physical abilities, cognitive level and lifestyle. 
Most importantly, studies reveal age-related variations in both internal and 
external housing preferences (Andersson et al., 2019; Jong et al., 
2012；Mulliner et al., 2020). For instance, Mulliner et al. (2020) catego-
rized seniors into three age groups and found that those aged 65–74 and 
75þ prioritize ‘single-floor homes without stairs’ and ‘bathroom adapta-
tions’ potentially due to increased chances of living alone and declining 
mobility. Additionally, those aged 75þ emphasize ‘nature views,’ 
‘walkability,’ and ‘proximity to family and friends,’ likely influenced by 
spending more time indoors, fall concerns, and solitary living (Mulliner 
et al., 2020). Understanding the commonalities and differences in housing 
preferences among these age groups is crucial, not only for acknowledging 
the heterogeneity within the aging population, but also for facilitating inter-
generational living among older adults if such needs arise and providing 
evidence-based suggestions for optimizing housing design and practice.

While cultural factors influence older adults’ acceptance of different 
housing options (Mulliner et al., 2020; Filipovi�c Hrast et al., 2019), limited 
studies have attempted to distinguish preferences across different older age 
groups in high-density East Asian contexts (Yuen et al., 2019; Ke et al., 
2023). A study in Singapore, sharing similar cultural and urban characteris-
tics with Hong Kong, identified differences in housing satisfaction, aspira-
tions, and needs among older age groups, albeit without statistical 
significance (Yuen et al., 2019). Preferences among older age groups in 
Hong Kong remain inadequately studied, highlighting the need for further 
research to address this gap.

Another research gap lies in the aging-in-place environment in Hong 
Kong’s private housing context. Housing studies in Hong Kong primarily 
focus on public housing (Jayantha et al., 2018; Mesthrige & Cheung, 2020), 
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overlooking private housing estates. In fact, 38.7% (1,494,345) of Hong 
Kong people aged 50 or above live in private permanent housing (Census 
& Statistics Department, 2022), but there is minimal availability of purpose-
fully designed housing for older adults in the private housing market (Chiu 
& Ho, 2006). Studies showed that older adults in public housing in Hong 
Kong have a higher satisfaction level than those living in private housing 
due to universal design principles and nearby facilities (Hui et al., 2014, 
Sun et al., 2018). In contrast, private housing residents have lower ratings 
in the housing domain due to limited resources, insufficient information 
on housing maintenance, and fewer opportunities for social participation 
(Jockey Club Age-friendly City, 2019).

Furthermore, a market gap exists between the services provided and eld-
erly residents’ demands (Huang & Lee, 2020), posing challenges and oppor-
tunities for housing suppliers (e.g., private, public and quasi-public 
developers), built environment practitioners (e.g., architectural firms, con-
sultancy firms, property management companies), service providers (e.g., 
non-governmental/non-profit-making organizations, social enterprises) and 
other stakeholders to innovate and deliver new housing models addressing 
specific needs of the aging population.

This study addresses research and practical gaps by investigating housing 
preferences of older adults residing in Hong Kong’s private housing estates 
among three age groups: emerging-old (50–65 years), young-old (65– 
75 years) and old-old (75 or above years). The study explored the following 
research questions: (1) Are there significant differences in housing prefer-
ences among the three older age groups? (2) What hard (i.e., hardware and 
design features) and soft (i.e., services and management) features should be 
prioritized to support aging-in-place in private housing estates? The paper 
includes a literature review on housing preferences, property management 
service provision, home modification and accessibility to information. The 
methodology, results, and insights are discussed, along with study limita-
tions and recommendations for future research.

Existing literature

Housing preference

Research on the housing preferences of older adults has gained prominence 
due to the increasing life expectancy and diverse needs of this demo-
graphic. Several studies have shed light on key factors influencing older 
adults’ housing preferences in Hong Kong. For example, Cheng (2003) 
highlighted the significance of high accessibility and supportive commun-
ities in the exterior housing environment for middle-class elderly. However, 
Phillips et al. (2005) found that the interior environment of dwelling 
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conditions had a more substantial impact on residential satisfaction. Chiu 
and Ho (2006) emphasized older adults’ preference in Hong Kong for 
owner-occupied housing units with adaptable designs to meet their physical 
needs, although specific design features remain under-researched. More 
recently, Mulliner et al. (2020) proposed a comprehensive framework of 
key housing and environment characteristics that are linked to older adults’ 
health and well-being, encompassing thermal comfort, ventilation systems, 
bathroom adaptations, cleanliness, and access to local amenities and health 
care services. As the research on housing preference continues to evolve, 
further investigation is warranted to explore specific design attributes that 
align with the preferences and needs of older adults in Hong Kong and 
beyond.

Property management and service provision

Supporting aging-in-place often involves community-based services and 
property management interventions (Ahn et al., 2020; Jayantha et al., 
2018). In East Asian contexts, where traditional family caregiving is evolv-
ing due to changing family structures and mobility patterns, property man-
agement in housing estates is assuming a more prominent role (Keeling, 
1999; Pickard et al., 2012). Therefore, it is important to investigate what 
elderly services, formal and informal, the property management sector 
should provide. Huang and Lee (2020) conducted a questionnaire survey 
with 257 older adults in Taiwan and developed a framework of older 
adults’ service demands offered by property management covering areas 
such as recreation and community participation, home modification, health 
and medical services, information service, accompaniment and consult-
ation. Huang and Lee’s research primarily focused on property manage-
ment in retirement village settings and suggested more research on the 
service needs in supporting older adults’ aging-in-place is required.

Home modification

Home modification is another important factor determining the feasibility 
of aging-in-place (Mulliner et al., 2020). Some studies suggested home 
modification can defer institutionalization by up to 10 years, as the conver-
sion of the most immediate living environment into an elderly-friendly 
design could help address and adapt to the needs of those who undergo 
physical functional impairment and make it easier for them to continue liv-
ing in their homes (Lawlor & Thomas, 2008). Kim et al. (2014) highlighted 
that home modification plays a significant role in multidisciplinary 
care, emphasizing the need for thorough assessments, multidisciplinary 
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decision-making, and meticulous planning for personalized interventions. 
Older adults living in owner-occupied housing units are responsible for the 
upkeep and maintenance of their dwellings. Therefore, their knowledge, 
ability and affordability to appropriate home modification are important. 
By considering the abovementioned factors, this study investigated older 
adults’ views on home modification as one of the key determining factors 
of aging-in-place.

Accessibility to information

Accessibility to service information in the community plays a pivotal role 
in facilitating older adults’ utilization of social and healthcare-related serv-
ices, a fundamental aspect of aging-in-place (Huang & Lee, 2020). Previous 
studies indicated that information sharing among neighbors can strengthen 
community attachment (Kochera et al., 2005), integrate social resources 
and enhance the degree of older adults’ social participation (Kochera et al., 
2005; Huang & Lee, 2020). Notably, baby boomers in Hong Kong are active 
internet users, with 89% spending 3.2 hours daily online (Yuen, 2022). 
They also demonstrate a great interest in health information (Cangelosi & 
Markham, 1994), seeking it from sources other than medical practitioners 
and settings (Chin, 2003). Therefore, there is merit in conducting an 
inquiry into the inclinations of older adults with regard to service informa-
tion, particularly in the context of health resources within the community. 
Moreover, with the advent of the information age, gaining an understand-
ing of the information-seeking habits of current older adults has become 
essential.

Considering the attributes explored in previous studies, this study 
enriches the discourse of aging-in-place by examining the spectrum of 
older adults’ views and preferences on the above elements, design and plan-
ning features, and their significance to aging-in-place.

Study context

The aging of Hong Kong’s population is accelerating, with the baby boom-
ers entering their old age (Hong Kong’s Information Services Department, 
2017), with older adults aged 65 or above accounting for 19.7% of the 
entire population (Census & Statistics Department, 2022). It indicates 
Hong Kong is an “aged society” according to the definition of United 
Nations (United Nations, 2019). Since 1994, the Hong Kong SAR 
Government has adopted “aging-in-place” as the core of elderly care policy 
(Legislative Council, 2018), but the statutory control on housing design and 
planning is yet to be integrated and considered holistically. A recent 
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baseline assessment revealed that “Housing” and “Community support and 
health services” in Hong Kong were rated the lowest among the eight 
domains under the World Health Organization’s Age-friendly Cities 
Framework (Jockey Club Age-friendly City, 2019). This study contributes 
to knowledge of aging-in-place and sheds light on resource allocation, prac-
tice calibration and policy-making in promoting aging-in-place in high- 
density urban contexts, like Hong Kong.

Research methodology

Questionnaire design

The questionnaire had thirty-one questions in six sections covering demo-
graphics, living arrangements, housing and neighborhood features, property 
management and service provision, information dissemination, and home 
modifications. The questions were close-ended, including multiple-choice 
and scaled questions using a five-point Likert scale and matrix questions. 
Participation in this study was voluntary and anonymous.

Data collection

The study used convenience sampling in several districts of Hong Kong, 
and was conducted over the course of three months between December 
2020 and February 2021. The questionnaire was distributed in hard and 
electronic copies. The hard copies were distributed to residents through 
community care services centers, daycare centers, and mailboxes in private 
housing estates assisted by the research team’s collaborator. Electronic cop-
ies were distributed through social media, and snowball sampling was 
adopted. A non-monetary incentive in the form of a ticket to a health- 
related seminar was given to each respondent. The study was approved by 
the Survey and Behavioral Research Ethics Committee, The Chinese 
University of Hong Kong (Reference No. SBRE-19-552).

Data analysis

The data were analyzed by using SPSS version 26.0. For scaled-questions 
using 5-point Likert scale, non-normal distributions were observed using 
Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test. Therefore, Kruskal-Wallis Test was applied to 
the scaled-questions. Spearman’s rank correlations were performed to assess 
the correlation between age and age-sensitive factors. In addition, the 
Wilcoxon Signed-rank Test was employed to determine respondents’ over-
all attitudes by comparing the median score 3 out of 5. For multiple-choice 
questions, Pearson’s chi-square Test identified significant differences among 
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age groups. In cases of no significant difference, the frequency of multiple 
responses was used to rank preferred options.

Respondents

Out of 455 collected questionnaires, 298 (65%) were valid, including 131 
males, 166 females, and one respondent who declined to give gender infor-
mation. The target population was older adults aged 50 and above residing 
in private housing estates who could understand and complete the ques-
tionnaire in Chinese independently or with assistance. The respondents’ 
residential locations encompassed 15 out of the 18 districts in Hong Kong, 
excluding Wan Chai, Kwai Tsing, and Islands District. The respondents 
were segmentised into three age categories: 199 (66.8%) emerging-old (aged 
50–64), 81 (27.2%) young-old (aged 65–74) and 18 (6%) old-old (aged 75 
and above). The cutoff of three age groups is based on relevant literature 
in the field (Yuen et al., 2019). The study defined emerging old start with 
the age 50 following other relevant studies on property management and 
homeownership, which considered the age 50 to be a critical turning point 
in determining the dynamics of household size and individuals are more 
likely to remain in their residence after the age of 50 (Angelini et al., 2014; 
Huang & Lee, 2020).

The respondents’ demographic information is summarized in Table 1. 
The majority were married, with higher rates of widowhood in the older 
age group. Educational attainment ranged from primary school to college, 
with most achieved at least secondary school education. Many more 
respondents resided in private ownership housing than those in private 
rental housing across all older age groups. The majority of emerging-old 
(55.7%) and young-old (52.6%) lived in areas that they perceived as urban 
areas, compared to the majority of old-old lived in rural-like areas (68.8%). 
Almost half of the respondents overall (49%) had lived in their current 
neighborhoods for over 20 years, with similar proportions across age 
groups. Income was perceived as sufficient to make ends meet among all 
age groups. Subjective health was lowest in the old-old respondents 
(median ¼ 2, meaning “average"), while the other two older age groups 
showed “good” (median ¼ 3) in this item. Most demographic indicators 
did not differ significantly among the age groups.

Result

Aspects with significant age-group differences

The data analysis revealed that, in general, there were no significant differ-
ences in most survey questions, except for four specific questions that 
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exhibited preferences increasing with age, as illustrated in Figure 1. These 
questions collectively focused on concerns related to safety, thermal com-
fort, and information dissemination.

Firstly, the increasing emphasis on safety concern with age is evident in 
the results of two questions: question 3.3.e, where respondents rated the 
importance of “smart technology enhancing safety (such as fall detection 
systems and temperature sensors),” and question 3.4.a, where respondents 
were asked about their willingness to “replace the bathtub with a walk-in 
shower to enhance home safety.” Both questions yielded significant 
age-related differences (p< 0.05) and a positive correlation (p< 0.01) as 
indicated by the Kruskal-Wallis Test and Spearman’s rank correlation, 
highlighting an increased focus on safety with advancing age.

Additionally, the growing preference for thermal comfort becomes appar-
ent suggested in the result of question 3.3.a, which inquired about partici-
pants’ rating of the importance of “comfortable architectural design.” The 
Kruskal-Wallis Test revealed significant age-related differences (p< 0.05), 

Table 1. Socio-demographic information of the sample by age group.

Overall
Emerging-old 
(aged 50–64)

Young-old (aged 
65–74)

Old-old 
(aged 75þ) Diff.#

Respondents number 298 (100%) 199 (66.8%) 81 (27.2%) 18 (6.0%)
Gender (female) 188 (55.7%) 114 (57.3%) 44 (54.3%) 8 (44.4%) n.s.
Marital status (% in each age group)2 ��

Single 35 (11.7%) 26 (13.1%) 9 (11.1%) 0
Married 229 (76.8%) 156 (78.8%) 59 (72.8%) 14 (77.8%)
Divorced/separated 14 (4.7%) 10 (5.1%) 4 (4.9%) 0
Widowed 19 (6.4%) 6 (3.0%) 9 (11.1%) 4 (22.2%)
Highest education attainment (% in each age group)3 n.s.
Elementary school 15 (5.0%) 7 (3.5%) 5 (6.2%) 3 (16.7%)
Middle school 118 (39.6%) 78 (39.2%) 31 (38.2%) 9 (50.0%)
College degree 162 (54.3%) 112 (56.3%) 45 (55.6%) 5 (27.8%)
Type of housing tenure (% in each age group) n.s.
Private rental 23 (7.7%) 18 (9.0%) 3 (3.7%) 2 (11.1%)
Private ownership 275 (92.3%) 181 (91.0%) 78 (96.3%) 16 (88.9%)
Perceived type of neighborhood (% in each age group)4 n.s.
Urban 154 (51.7%) 108 (55.7%) 41 (52.6%) 5 (31.3%)
Rural� 134 (45.0%) 86 (44.3%) 37 (47.4%) 11 (68.8%)
Period of residence (% in each age group)5 n.s.
Less than 1 year 4 (1.3%) 4 (2.0%) 0 0
1–10 years 75 (25.2%) 56 (28.3%) 16 (19.8%) 3 (16.7%)
11–20 years 71 (23.8%) 41 (20.7%) 25 (30.9%) 5 (27.8%)
Over 20 years 146 (49.0%) 97 (49.0%) 39 (48.1%) 10 (55.6%)
No opinion 1 (0.3%) 0 1 (1.2%) 0
Income sufficiency  

(1–5), Median6
3 3 3 n.s.

Subjective health (1–5), 
Median7

3 3 2 n.s.

Remarks:
(#) Differences were examined through Chi-test. n.s.: not significant. �p < .05, ��p < .01, ���p < .001 (two- 

tailed).
(�) Respondents chose urban or rural to describe their neighborhoods based on their subjective acknowledge-

ment of its characteristics.
There were respondents chose not to answer certain questions, and the record was as follows: (2) one respond-

ent, (3) three respondents, (4) ten respondents, (5) one respondent, (6) six respondents, (7) three respondents.
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and the Spearman’s rank correlation showed a positive age-related correl-
ation (p< 0.05), suggesting that older age groups place a higher degree of 
importance on comfortable architectural design.

Lastly, the increasing preference for paper-based periodicals as a source 
of property service information is observed in question 5.1.a, where partici-
pants rated their agreement to receive property management information 
through specific channels. Similar analytical methods were employed, and 
the results indicated significant age-related differences (p< 0.01) and a 
positive correlation (p< 0.01) between age and the preference for paper- 
based periodicals. However, it is important to note that this result does not 
necessarily imply a preference for paper-based information channels over 
digital means, as respondents also rated digital platforms highly (see the 
section “Preference for Information Dissemination").

Preferences for living arrangements

The survey examined the types of accommodation preferred by older adults 
for aging-in-place, and the chi-square test result showed no significant dif-
ference among the three age groups (results refer to Table 2). The majority 
preferred to stay in their current housing estates (77.4%), followed by hous-
ing estates tailor-designed for older adults, (either public or private housing 
estates) (42.4%) and retirement villages (37.0%). Residential care homes, 
either public or private, were the least chosen option (6.1%). 
Intergenerational co-housing was less preferred, with only 20.9% expressed 
interest. There was no significant difference among the three older age 
groups regarding respondents’ preferred companions to live with. Most 
respondents preferred to live with their spouse (73.1%), followed by chil-
dren (36.4%). A very small proportion preferred living with non-familial 
younger individuals (6.8%).

Figure 1. Survey questions with significant differences among three older age groups. 
Remark: The symbols (�) and (��) refer to p < .05 and p < .01, respectively.
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Preference for housing design and planning features

Across all older age groups, respondents prioritized environmental comfort 
over other design and planning features in housing estates (results refer to 
Table 3). Respondents emphasized design and planning features that can 
promote a livable living environment (e.g., good ventilation, air quality, 
noise control, and greenery) (50.7%) as the most important residential 
neighborhood characteristic, followed by the availability of community 
facilities and services for everyday uses (e.g., community center, bank) 
(49.7%), the availability of elderly facilities and services (e.g., barrier-free 
design, elderly fitness facilities) (46.7%), and adequate healthcare support 
(36.7%). Similarly, respondents gave high ratings (median ¼ 5) to 
“comfortable environment” (e.g., appropriate temperature, good air quality, 
and absence of excessive noise) and “safety design and proper man-
agement” as characteristics expected in communal facilities around their 
living environments.

Safety is another prominent feature emphasized by all older age groups. 
Respondents emphasized “design and material enhancing safety (e.g., anti- 
slip floor tiles)” as the most important element (median ¼ 5) over other 
design aspects, such as durability, flexibility, and smart technology. There is 
an increasing agreement on “replacing bathtub with a walk-in shower” with 
age as previously mentioned, and the median score on such statement was 
significantly higher than 3, indicating that respondents across all older age 
groups highly prefer such intervention to enhance safety. Respondents also 
consistently agreed to replace an enclosed kitchen with an open kitchen, 
and to replace an open flame stove with an induction cooking stove for 
safety reason.

A general preference for healthcare services and community facilities in 
close proximity to older adults’ homes was observed across all older age 
groups. Nearly half (49.7%) emphasized the importance of the availability 
and spatial proximity of community and healthcare facilities for everyday 
uses (such as clinics and community centers) as key neighborhood compo-
nents promoting aging-in-place. The top three preferred places for activities 
promoting physical and mental well-being (e.g., physical exercise, medita-
tion) were “within estate” (66.9%), “at home” (57.4%) and “community 
facilities” (40.5%). Only a few respondents chose government facilities 
(20.9%) and outdoor public spaces (26.7%) as the preferred activity places.

Preference for property management and service provision

The survey showed a consistent preference for access to healthy food, eld-
erly and healthcare services over other services within housing estates 
(results refer to Table 4). Respondents’ ratings on “medical center (i.e., 
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facility for medical consultation)", “wellness center (i.e., primary care facil-
ity providing health management and consultation services)", and 
“residential canteen” were significantly higher than 3 (p< 0.05), indicating 
respondents were in favor of having these facilities in their housing estates. 
The survey found older adults preferred a flexible user-pay model (i.e., pay 
per visit/usage) over the all-inclusive model (i.e., entirely included in a 
regular property management fee or a separate all-inclusive service fee). 
They showed less willingness to have better facilities at the cost of higher 
management fees. They expressed that user-pay models would not nega-
tively influence their daily routines and habits nor the utilization of estate 
common facilities, including fitness or multipurpose rooms for physical 
activities, swimming pools, community gardens, and activity rooms.

In recent housing developments, there has been a trend of incorporating 
resident-oriented services in property management. This phenomenon 
informed the survey design to examine participants’ preferences for elderly- 
related services within estates. Over half of the respondents preferred daily 
assistance (e.g., technical support, minor hardware maintenance and house-
hold cleaning) (62.9%) and emergency support (52.4%). About one-third of 
the respondents preferred personalized care plans (38.4%) and home care 
services by booking (35.0%), followed by health management information 
provision (22.4%) and outpatient escort service (20.7%). The least popular 
options were regular phone care (10.2%) and home safety assessment and 
improvement (9.5%). Respondents had high expectations of “good manage-
ment of environmental hygiene” (94.2%) in general property management 
services, while virtual means of accessing services, such as “use of big data 
to meet individual needs (e.g., energy saving, personalized promotion of 
information)” (12.9%) and “assist in coordinating residents-led activities 
through online platforms or social media” (15.6%), were less popular 
options.

Preference for information dissemination

Although internet-based or digital assistant services were unpopular among 
respondents, they generally accepted digital platforms and channels for 
receiving property management and services information (results refer to 
Table 5). Regarding the questions about preferred means of information 
dissemination, the result showed mean scores of “mobile app of the estate", 
“social media", “smart TV at home", and “estate website” were all signifi-
cantly higher than 3 (p< 0.05), indicating a positive attitude toward inter-
net-based platforms or channels. Specifically, the three most preferred 
health-related information sources were “Internet” (66.9%), “television” 
(62.8%) and “property management services” (55.7%). In contrast, more 
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conventional channels, such as “newspaper” (20.6%) and “radio” (22.0%), 
and “friends” (22.3%) were the least selected.

Opinions on home modification

Timely home modification according to individual needs is critical to the 
success of aging-in-place. The survey investigated the considerations and 
factors influencing older adults’ decision to undertake home modification. 
Key deterrents were insufficient financial support (51.4%) and lack of reli-
able contractors (53.1%). Other push factors included considering modifica-
tion troublesome (like finding a place to live temporarily) (37.4%), lack of 
knowledge (31.6%), declined physical strength (31.3%) and being con-
strained by conditions of the current building/unit (30.3%). Lack of time 
was not a significant concern (8.2%). Moreover, the awareness of financial 
assistance schemes supporting building rehabilitation provided by the Hong 
Kong SAR Government and other quasi-public organization (such as the 
Urban Renewal Authority) was low. While over half of the respondents 
had heard about the Mandatory Building Inspection Subsidy Scheme 
(54.6%), the other five schemes were only known by less than a quarter of 
the respondents. 35.2% of respondents had not heard of any schemes men-
tioned in the survey, indicating limited access to relevant information 
(results refer to Table 6).

Discussion

Housing design and modification: Thermal comfort, safety and adaptability

The survey found no significant age-related differences in most attributes 
of housing preference for aging-in-place, concurring with similar studies in 
comparable contexts (M€uller & Oswald, 2020; Yuen et al., 2019). While not 
exhaustive, this study argues that older adults across different age groups 
generally share similar views, needs, and aspirations about their home areas 
(Kearns & Parkinson, 2001), but there may be varying concerns and inter-
ests that should be considered in the planning, design and operation of 
housing estates for promoting aging-in-place in Hong Kong.

The survey results showed increasing concern about thermal comfort 
with age, emphasizing the need for design standards upgrade and spatial 
adaptability to support aging-in-place. Previous studies showed the signifi-
cance of thermal comfort in both housing units (Mulliner et al., 2020) and 
neighborhood outdoor environments (Yung et al., 2019) for promoting 
older adults’ health and well-being under the trajectory of climate change. 
Older adults have lower thermal non-acceptance levels (i.e., lower toler-
ance) than younger people (Indraganti & Rao, 2010), making inadequate 
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building design, especially envelope insulation, a health risk to older adults 
(Miller et al., 2017). There are existing guidelines on residential building 
design, both units and outdoor spaces, concerning the thermal environment 
in Hong Kong (BEAM Society Limited, 2019; Building Authority, 1995; 
Buildings Department, 2014, 2023; Electrical & Mechanical Services 
Department, 2005), but their effectiveness and robustness would require 
further review and calibration amid the rising number of very hot days and 
nights (Hua et al., 2022).

The study found significant concern about home safety among older 
adults, consistent with studies in other geographical contexts (Mulliner 
et al., 2020; van Leeuwen et al., 2019) and Hong Kong (Mesthrige & 
Cheung, 2020; Jayantha et al., 2018). It is suggested to allocate resources 
and develop specific statutory control to improve the safety standards of 
certain features in housing units, such as bathroom design, kitchen design 
and choice of kitchen appliances (e.g., stoves) to support aging-in-place.

Home modification is crucial in addressing the lack of elderly-friendly fea-
tures in existing housing estates in Hong Kong. Studies underscore the need 
to design adaptations to compensate for older adults’ physical declines 
ensuring home safety (Huang & Lee, 2020), increase the feeling of independ-
ence and autonomy (Danziger & Chaudhury, 2009), and enhance overall 
health and well-being of older adults (Park & Kim, 2018). However, the pre-
sent study revealed insufficient awareness and interest in home assessment 
among respondents, despite their growing concerns for home safety and 
thermal comfort. Some older adults may not realize that home assessments 
and modifications could effectively reduce safety risks and improve comfort. 
They may also overlook their functional decline due to aging and fail to 
anticipate safety risks from poor fit with the environment (Lysack, 2010).

This study suggests improving home adaptations for older adults by con-
sidering the following measures: (i) enhance the promotion of home modi-
fication assistance schemes, (ii) enhance public education about home 
assessments and modifications, (iii) create implementable demonstrations 
and prototypes of home modification, and (iv) develop technical accredit-
ation for contractors or builders to ensure appropriate competence (in 
terms of knowledge, skills, and experience) and professionalism (in terms 
of workmanship, attitude, and project management). Property management 
companies should consider cross-disciplinary cooperation and staff training 
to provide estate-based technical services (Huang & Lee, 2020).

Spatial planning: Preference of facilities and gated environment

The study found that older adults residing in private housing estates prefer 
to participate in activities within their estates or neighborhood, possibly 
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due to declining mobility (B�eland et al., 2018; Fristedt et al., 2022) and a 
sense of privacy and security in a familiar environment (Wang & Lau, 
2013). It is recommended to include older adults’ preferred spaces, such as 
cafeterias/residential canteens, healthy food outlets, community and health-
care facilities, and a variety of exercise spaces, within housing estates to 
create a favorable environment for aging-in-place and active aging.

The planning of resident-exclusive facilities in gated communities could 
lead to socio-spatial segregation, limiting older adults’ social participation, 
and reducing age-friendliness (World Health Organization, 2002). In the 
hyper-dense urban context of Hong Kong, the pursuit of privacy and 
exclusivity (Wang & Lau, 2013), coupled with the vertical urban form 
with residential towers located on top of podiums, contributes to the 
prevalence of gated communities. There would be landscaped open spaces, 
playgrounds, swimming pools, ball courts, and jogging trails on top of 
podiums for residents’ exclusive uses (Wang & Lau, 2002). These pri-
vately-owned, exclusive residential spaces offer desirable social spaces for 
older adult residents because of the quieter and greener surroundings and 
proximity to home (Trivic, 2021; Yung et al., 2016). The positive environ-
ments within gated housing estates may promote older adult residents’ 
activities, but such spatial planning also confines their activity locations, 
leading to a decrease in social contact with the wider community at large 
(Mantey, 2017). This is a noteworthy issue because the growing individu-
alism and privatization of spaces in high-dense urban environments 
threaten social connectedness (Barreto et al., 2021; Chan, 2020), a signifi-
cant factor contributing to older adults’ mental and physical well-being 
(World Health Organization, 2021). Without a socially vibrant neighbor-
hood environment, older adults may have a higher risk of loneliness 
when aging at home (Fern�andez-Carro & Evandrou, 2014; Powell, 2016; 
Rosenwohl-Mack et al., 2020).

Therefore, it is worth reviewing related policies, statutory building con-
trol and management practices to promote a socially enabled and inclusive 
living environment. Studies have shown that shared use of facilities and 
infrastructure tends to promote a sense of community (Belk, 2017) and 
encourage greater social integration (Williams, 2005). The study results 
showed that the respondents were in favor of a flexible user-pay model that 
could allow sharing of estates’ facilities with the wider community for rev-
enue generation, contributing positively to the financial viability of residen-
tial facilities and possibly reducing overall management fees paid by 
individual households. However, open access to facilities requires 
further research to unfold the complexity of issues related to legal liability, 
statutory control, financial model, risk management, and residents’ 
willingness.
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Property management: Virtual vs in-person

Respondents showed high acceptance of social media for property manage-
ment information, but they were less interested in virtual assistance, such 
as telecare, web-based functions or services. This suggests that social media 
could be a preferred channel for information dissemination, echoing the 
findings of technology-readiness of baby boomers concluded in other stud-
ies (Choi et al., 2022; Sheldon et al., 2021; Yuen, 2022). Despite their famil-
iarity with web-based technological applications, respondents preferred 
real-time interactive enquiry with the physical presence of relevant person-
nel over virtual assistance. In-person home visits can provide social func-
tions through human interaction and hands-on care, and are thus more 
preferred by older adults (Corbyn, 2021; Rykkje & Hjorth, 2017). In recent 
years, smart home devices and telecare have gained popularity in home- 
care services (Memon et al., 2014). However, the study result suggests that 
tele-driven or smart initiatives should complement in-person property 
management and services rather than replace them. The provision of on- 
site professionals is irreplaceable by any smart technology. Having said 
that, property management personnel often lacks training in addressing 
older adults’ needs (Ewen et al., 2017). Thus, the content of property man-
agement training should be reviewed and calibrated to broaden the service 
pledge and scope for aging-in-place. Specifically, training content may con-
tain multidisciplinary knowledge and skills in gerontology, social work and 
public health (Ewen et al., 2017).

Limitations and further study

There are limitations in the study that could be addressed in future 
research. Firstly, convenience sampling was used instead of stratified sam-
pling, which may better represent different older age groups. Due to the 
exclusivity of private housing estates, survey questionnaires could only be 
distributed to limited housing estates with the project funder’s assistance. 
Such data collection method was more prone to research bias. Due to the 
diverse spatial and demographic characteristics of private housing estates, 
the study results may not be generalized. Besides, the notable difference in 
the sample sizes of the three age groups, particularly the smaller size of the 
old-old group (n¼ 18), is a limitation of this study. Consequently, the find-
ings should be interpreted with caution, as they may not be broadly gener-
alizable. Despite this, our research provides valuable insights into the 
nuanced differences in housing preferences and choices across varied older 
age groups. Future studies should consider using random stratified sam-
pling for better generalizability. Moreover, the study only focused on older 
adults’ views. It did not examine perspectives from real estate, property 
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management, design and planning professionals, which might provide prac-
tical insights into how older adults’ preferences could be tackled in real life. 
Lastly, the study found that some living arrangements, such as intergenera-
tional living, received little interest, but underlying reasons were not 
explored. Existing literature shows the potential benefit of intergenerational 
living for improving older adults’ quality of life (Arentshorst et al., 2019; 
Labit & Dubost, 2016). Future research could address such deficiencies.

Conclusion

This study investigated housing preferences of three older age groups in 
Hong Kong’s private housing estates. While limited differences among the 
three older age groups were observed, consistent preferences positively 
related to age emerged, such as the need for thermal comfort, safety, 
demands for diverse facilities inside housing estates, and on-site support. 
This study suggests improvement in housing design standards, property 
management practices, and promotion of home modification for older adults. 
It provided empirical insights into the preferences of older adults in a high- 
density urban Asian context. Future research could consider perspectives 
from housing and service providers, design and planning professionals, and 
explore alternative living arrangements, like intergenerational living.
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