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Contact Information - Group Gathering Prohibition Index Benchmark Survey

I BRI RHHLE HKPOP P

945 H HH Survey date 17/12 15:00 — 27/12 15:00
445 774 Survey method PAEE SRR AR B > W4 58 REFE A Online survey
ah ¥t 52 Target population + kL _EAYE T R Hong Kong residents aged 12+
AR IR N Total sample size 5,063
5] fEELR Response rate 5 704
P Sampling error IBWE(EAKF » EATLRAEH-1%

Sampling error of percentages at +/-1% at 95% confidence level

T I81) BURFSRE TR IR B R N O S Rl o fids T8y ~ SEHEe ADEF
2) BeR B e (VSRS BB GE IR © 3) EAH & PRV Bl BT > LA
" RBLENINEEL ) (FHIEHE
HIRE 77,24 Weighting method The figures are rim-weighted according to 1) gender-age distribution of Hong Kong
population and by District Councils population figures from Census and Statistics
Department; 2) Voting results of District Councils Election from Registration and
Electoral Office; 3) rating distribution of Chief Executive from regular tracking surveys.
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Group Gathering Prohibition Index

A4 HEH Latest survey date: 17-27/12/2021 (N=5,063)
_EZREA#E HHH Last survey date: 23-29/11/2021 (N=5,888)
| FZRFHE HHE Second last survey date: 18-25/10/2021 (N=5,974)

IRE BB BEREGRE2EAESE "RES, ? Do you think the regulation prohibiting gatherings of more than a specific number of people
» EERAESS T RS in public places should be completely lifted unconditionally in Hong Kong?

»  RFEY O FEHPEENE = Yes, the ban should be lifted unconditionally

. REDE REER =  No, it should depend on the epidemic situation

=  Don’t know / hard to say

2 N 2E 27 4 15T Mz [ HX A 2
[}Ejﬁj&f Lé%t‘ﬁ/\#@g#ﬁﬁj s E[E"AT‘ Y /_\%l Crames  srpap ) o  LFOrrespondents NOT answering “Yes, the ban should be lifted unconditionally”]
WE’“‘%‘% SR iﬁﬁﬁ?{*%&ﬁgmy ) }E e RS Em: N How many newly confirmed cases each day should there be before it would be appropriate
R RE RN EREIE RSV » A HER TIRES ) 5TR4A? to prohibit gatherings of more than 2 people?
TR R ERISHE2 EEREE SV T EEeR TIRES ) 5TIR8A? How many newly confirmed cases each day should there be before it would be appropriate
R R RIS TEC(EE B2 /) » A G TIRES 5 816N 2 to prohibit gatherings of more than 4 people?

IR R A FE L/ D RI% » [RESTEZ S HEEY ? How many newly confirmed cases each day should there be before it would be appropriate
to prohibit gatherings of more than 8 people?
FEN LT HAIY IR By [([EZES & R AR 4EE...... How many newly confirmed cases each day should there be before it would be appropriate

to prohibit gatherings of more than 16 people?
After how many days of zero infection do you think the group gathering ban should be
lifted altogether?

Please list combinations of [number of cases & number of people allowed in gatherings]
that you think is appropriate in the field below:
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Survey Result — Group Gathering Prohibition Acceptance Level
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Group Gathering Prohibition Index — Commentary

RERBEZE AEPEELED - ' RAREHT—ROPEBCRT EROA
BR - PIAIEREFHREHEFE @ IKEE SRR E R EREERE -
BEHRNRIARHMER - SAVPTRSEATNNODERZERE - HiE
R I o BB DTSRRI » SRR REHYIEED o |

Dr Tung-fai Cheung, Spokesman of Alliance of Revitalizing Economy and
Livelihood, observed, “As a result of the new epidemic prevention policy, the
Industry has to find ways to survive, for example, florists have to look for
venues to sell their Chinese New Year products. Coach drivers are hoping to
arrange for passenger pick-ups too. The non-availability of evening dine-in
service during the Chinese New Year has affected the mood of many people. It
IS believed that people will go out less, or reduce the scale of their activity, or
switch to a more sedentary activity.”
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Contact Information

Date of survey: 3-6/1/2022

Survey method: Random telephone survey conducted by real interviewers

Target population: Cantonese-speaking Hong Kong residents aged 18 or above
Sample size: 1,021 (including 510 landline and 511 mobile samples)

Effective response rate: 52.7%

Sampling error: Sampling error of ratings not more than +/-0.24 at 95% conf. level

Weighting method: Rim-weighted according to figures provided by the Census and Statistics
Department. The gender-age distribution of the Hong Kong population came from “Mid-year
population for 20207, while the educational attainment (highest level attended) distribution and
economic activity status distribution came from “Women and Men in Hong Kong - Key
Statistics (2020 Edition)”.



Survey Topic

Appraisals of Social Policies

Medical and health policies

Rehabilitation services for people with disabilities
Tertiary education policies

Family and child welfare services

Basic education policies

Social security policies

Services for the elderly

Labour policies

Services for young people

Housing policies



Survey Result - Appraisals of Social Policies

People’s latest satisfaction ratings of various social policy domains

Medical and health policies 4.92
Rehabilitation services for people with disabilities 5.18
Tertiary education policies 4.83

Family and child welfare services 5.11
Basic education policies 4.64

Social security policies 4.69

Services for the elderly 4.70

Labour policies 4.51

Services for young people 4.50

Housing policies 3.40
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& EEHEE Social policy domains

Survey Result - Appraisals of Social Policies

i REA FEt FBORES R M SR

People’s latest satisfaction ratings of various social olicy domains
3-6/1/2022 18-22/10/2021
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Survey Result - Appraisals of Social Policies

People’s latest satisfaction ratings of various social policy domains

Our survey shows that, among the 10 specific social policy domains, people were most
satisfied with medical and health policies. On a scale of 0 to 10, its satisfaction score
1s 5.01.

All remaining social policies score lower than 5. Ranked from highest to lowest are
renabilitation services for people with disabilities, tertiary education policies,
family and child welfare services, basic education policies, social security policies,
services for the elderly, labour policies and services for young people. Their mean
scores range from 4.23 to 4.88.

Housing policies continued to receive the poorest satisfaction rating, with a mean
score of 3.67 only.

Compared with October last year, the satisfaction score of family and child welfare
services has significantly dropped by 0.37.



