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Well-off Tenants Policies 

 
Background 

 Since 1 April 1987, the Housing Authority (HA) has been implementing 

the Housing Subsidy Policy (HSP) with a view to reducing the housing 

subsidy to households whose financial conditions have been considerably 

improved after moving into public rental housing (PRH).  HA further 

endorsed in April 1996 the implementation of the Policy on 

Safeguarding Rational Allocation of Public Housing Resources (SRA) 

whereby household income and net assets value are adopted as the two 

criteria for determining PRH households’ eligibility to continue to receive 

public housing subsidy.  HSP and SRA are commonly known as 

“Well-off Tenants Policies”. 

 
HSP 

 Under HSP, households having lived in PRH flats for ten years or more 

are required to declare income every two years.  Those with household 

income equivalent to two to three times of the Waiting List Income Limits 

(WLILs) are required to pay 1.5 times net rent plus rates.  Those with 

household income exceeding 3 times of the WLILs or opt not to declare 

income are required to pay double net rent plus rates.  

 
SRA 

 Under SRA, households required to pay double net rent plus rates have to 

declare assets biennially. Households with net assets value exceeding the 

Net Assets Limits (NALs) or opt not to declare assets are required to 

vacate their PRH flats.  Those households required to vacate their PRH  
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 flats but have a temporary housing need may apply for a fixed-term 

 licence to stay put in their PRH flats for a period of not more than 

 12 months, during which licence fee equivalent to the double net rent plus 

 rates or market rent (whichever is the higher) will be charged. 

 

Relevant Statistics on the “Well-off Tenants Policies” 

 Appendix A - Statistics on “Well-off Tenants” Note as at 1 April 

from 2008 to 2013 

 Appendix B - Number of flats recovered from “Well-off  

Tenants” for the past five years 

 Appendix C -  Assets required to be declared under SRA  

 Appendix D  -  Subsidy Income Limits and Subsidy Assets Limits  

 
 
Note “Well-off Tenants” denotes those paying additional rent including 1.5 times net rent 

plus rates, double net rent plus rates and market rent. 
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Statistics on “Well-off Tenants” as at 1 April from 2008 to 2013 

 
 

No. of Households Paying Note 2 

Year 

No. of 
Households 
Required to 

Declare 
Income 

Biennially 
Note 1 

1.5 
Times 

Net Rent 
plus 

Rates 
 

Double 
Net Rent 

plus Rates
 

Market 
Rent 

 

Total No. of 
Households 

Paying 
Additional 

Rent 
 

2008/09 170 000 24 600 4 700 120 29 420 
2009/10 170 000 26 300 5 700 140 32 140 
2010/11 190 000 24 900 4 700 100 29 700 
2011/12 180 000 25 100 4 400 130 29 630 
2012/13 220 000 22 700 3 600 80 26 380 
2013/14 200 000 21 500 3 200 80 24 780 

 

Note 1 :  PRH households who having lived in PRH for ten years or more are required to 
declare household income biennially. 

Note 2 : Those with income/assets exceeding the prescribed limits will be required to pay 
rent at the corresponding levels w.e.f. April of the following year.  These 
households can apply for rent reversion if their income falls below the 
corresponding SILs for three consecutive months or in permanent nature due to 
deletion/death of income-earning members, etc. 
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No. of Flats Recovered from “Well-off Tenants” 
 

 

No. of Flats Recovered from “Well-off Tenants” Grounds 
for Flat  

Recovery 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 

SRA 100 76 114 81 46 

Other than 
SRA 

436 286 658 237 215 

Total 536 362 772 318 261 

 

 An average of 83 flats were recovered per annum under SRA 

 In the past five years, a total of 2 249 flats (with an average of 450 flats per 
year) were recovered from well-off tenants on various grounds 
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Assets Required to be Declared under SRA 

 
 

Types of Assets 
 

1. Land 
2. Landed Properties 
3. Vehicles 
4. Taxi and Public Light Bus Licences (including vehicles) 
5. Investments 
6. Bank Deposits and Cash 
7. Business Undertakings 
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Under-occupation of PRH Flats 

 

 The Housing Authority (HA) adopted a phased approach to tackle the 

under-occupation (UO)1 and defined the Most Serious UO (now renamed as 

Prioritised UO) standard in 2007.  As at 2007, there were about 35 500 UO 

households according to records in HA.  Over the past 6 years, HA has solved 

about 21 000 UO cases, indicating an average of about 3 700 cases resolved per 

year.  However, at the same time, about 40 000 cases became under-occupied 

households as a result of having their family members moved out or passed 

away.  This accounted for the accumulation of about 54 500 cases in March 

2013.  

  
 Out of the 21 000 resolved UO cases, 5 500 cases were resolved 

through transfer to smaller units.  Another 9 000 cases have their flats 

recovered through purchase of a flat under the Home Ownership 

Scheme/Tenants Purchase Scheme, voluntary surrender, etc.  Of the remaining 

6 500 cases, they were resolved through addition of family members, becoming 

disabled or attaining the age 60.  Upon the implementation of the revised 

under-occupation threshold2, households with disabled members or elderly 

members aged 70 or above are excluded from the under-occupied transfer list  

                                          
1 The prevailing UO standards- 

Family Size (Person) 1 2 3 4 5 6 

UO Standard – Internal Floor Area 

(IFA) exceeding (m2)  
25 35 44 56 62 71 

 
2 Revised PUO threshold w.e.f. 1 October 2013 

Family Size (Person)  1 2 3 4 5 6 

PUO Thresholds 
IFA exceeding(m2)  

30 42 53 67 74 85 
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while all non-PUO households, including those with elderly members aged 

60-69 are not required to transfer until the next policy review in 2016. 

 

 

An Analysis on Resolved Under-occupation (UO) Cases 

between August 2007 and March 2013 

Resolved UO Cases 

 Transfer to 

Small Flats 

(a) 

Other Cases of 

Flats Recovery 

(e.g. Purchase of 

HOS/TPS, 

Self-NTQ, 

Transfer, etc.) 

(b) 

 

Flat Recovery 

Cases 

(c)  

= (a) + (b)  

No. of Cases become 

Non-PUO/Non UO 

(e.g. addition, become 

disabled or elderly) 

(d) 

Total 

(e)  

= (c) + (d)

 

 

Average 

Per  

Year 

5 500 14 500 21 000 

Total 
(PUO:  

3 000 

Non-PUO: 

2 500) 

9 000 (PUO: 3 600 

Non-PUO:  

10 900) 

6 500 
(PUO: 

 5 590 

Non-PUO:

 15 410) 

3 700 

Average 970 1 580 2 550 1 150 3 700 3 700 

Note : There were some 500 transfer cases resolved on average in 2005 and 2006 
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Checklist of Cases mentioned in the Audit Report 

(as at 25.11.2013) 

Irregularities 
Identified 

Case Detail Progress 

Case 1 
(pg. 30) 

A QPS applicant was 
already housed through 
Compassionate Rehousing 
in July 2010 but the record 
was not deleted from the 
records of the WL. The 
WL application was 
subsequently cancelled in 
July 2013. 
 

 

A trigger mechanism has 
already been in place in our 
computer system to avoid 
duplicated allocation for cases 
housed through other channels. 

 

We will, subject to resources, 
conduct regular checks to ensure 
that follow-up actions are 
promptly taken on WL 
applicants who have been 
housed through other channels  

Case 2 
(pg. 38) 

The vetting officer did not 
give adequate advice to 
the new G-No. applicant 
on the necessary 
information/documents to 
be provided, resulting in 
the resubmission being 
returned again   

We will strive to provide clearer 
advice to applicants 

To make the application more 
user friendly, we are 
improving the application forms, 
the Information for Applicants, 
and the video clip on PRH 
application for implementation 
in early 2014. 

 

Case 3 
(pg. 39) 

The original vetting officer 
repeatedly requested the 
new applicant to provide 
the valuation report of a 
property he owned in the 
Mainland but he failed to 
do so. The applicant later 
submitted a new 
application form but the 
Mainland property was not 
declared.  

Due to inadequate 

We will remind applicants to 
refer to previous return letters 
when resubmitting applications 

 

Reminders to advise applicants 
to refer to previous return letters 
will be incorporated in the 
Information for Applicants and 
the video clip on PRH 
application. 
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Irregularities 
Identified 

Case Detail Progress 

coordination with the 
former vetting officer, 
another vetting officer 
processing the application 
registered the application 
on the WL without 
clarifying the updated 
status of the Mainland 
property concerned. 
In-depth investigation to 
this case is being 
conducted. 

 

 

Case 4 
(pg. 41) 

A family member of a 
G.-No application passed 
away on 12.10.2011. 
Before updating of the 
deceased person was 
effected in the computer 
system in February 2012, 
a PRH flat in a 
to-be-completed estate had 
already been provisionally 
allocated to the applicant 
in December 2011. 
Without timely updated 
action, the applicant 
submitted the intake 
declaration form in May 
2012 with a forged 
signature of the deceased 
person and was housed to 
a larger PRH flat than he 
was entitled. The tenant 
was subsequently 
convicted and the PRH flat 
was recovered. 

 

We will take measures to ensure 
that names of the deceased 
persons are promptly deleted 
from the WL applications for 
PRH. 
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Irregularities 
Identified 

Case Detail Progress 

Case 5 
(pg. 125) 

A PRH tenancy with 5 
members wrongly input 
with an indicator of “EPS” 
in the DTMS leading to 
omission from the 
required HSP biennial 
declaration  

 

Indicator already removed in 
July 2013 

Case 6 
(pg. 126) 

A PRH tenancy with 4 
members ranging with 
ages from 26 to 63 were 
input with an indicator of 
“SHT-Sharing Tenancy” 
leading to omission from 
the required HSP biennial 
declaration    

 

Indicator already removed in 
July 2013 

Case 7 
(pg. 76) 

More than 4 housing 
offers given to an MS UO 
household 

One of the offers was counted as 
reasonable refusal and Regional 
Chief Manager had granted an 
extra housing offer to the tenant 
who eventually accepted a small 
flat with tenancy commenced in 
mid August 2013. 

 

Case 8 
(pg. 78) 

An UO household with 2 
family members 
occupying two flats 

Addition of an adult daughter on 
24.10.2013. The 3-person family 
is no longer a Prioritized UO 
household. 

 

Case 9 
(pg. 85) 

A WL applicant applied 
for PRH in March 2009 
only declared bank deposit 
/ cash in hand of $2 000 
and $960 respectively. 
The applicant and his wife

The case was caused by the 
applicant’s deliberate act in 
providing false information. 

As explained in our previous 
response to Audit, HD puts more 
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Irregularities 
Identified 

Case Detail Progress 

were later found to have 
concealed substantial 
amount of deposits, four 
bank accounts, and 
insurance policy asset 
which exceeded the asset 
limit at the time of 
application. The 
application was cancelled 
ultimately and the case 
was referred Prosecutions 
Section for action in May 
2012.  

 

emphasis on the detailed vetting 
before allocation.  Therefore, 
in the preliminary vetting stage, 
we require supporting 
documents on major declarable 
assets only.  There are only 
certain types of assets for which 
we do not require supporting 
documents, e.g. bank deposits, 
shares in listed companies etc. 
However, applicants need to 
make declarations on these 
items at the time of application. 
During the detailed investigation 
stage, supporting documents on 
these items are required for 
vetting and if we find 
discrepancy on the value of 
these items as at the time of 
application, we will cancel the 
application on the basis of false 
information and consider 
prosecution. Therefore, the 
present system has struck an 
appropriate balance between 
asking the applicant to submit 
too many supporting documents 
at application stage hence 
delaying the application process 
on the one hand, and guarding 
against false submission of 
information on the other  

 

To avoid possible mistaken 
declaration by applicants, we 
have issued a reminder to advise 
applicants to declare the exact 
amount of bank deposit since 
September 2013. 
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Irregularities 
Identified 

Case Detail Progress 

Case 10 
(pg. 100) 

A member of a PRH 
tenancy passed away in 
1996.  OP declaration 
was made by his son in 
2000 and BI was made in 
2010.  Not until 2012 that 
the son revealed the death 
of his father to the estate 
office that deletion could 
be made  

 

The management staff has 
already taken timely action to 
delete the deceased person once 
it was discovered 
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