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Review Article
Urban Noise Pollution in Nigerian Cities: Imperatives for Abatement

Abstract:

Noise, it is said, is any sound that is unpleadarthe ear. Medically, when it
persists, it can damage the ear. Considering theoegan, it has been said that
human ears were designed to process naturally-ocawisounds, and they are
beautifully adapted to handle that task. They aldeato detect sounds of
intensities that vary across many orders of maglaiuand to meaningfully
transmit these signals to our brains. But they @oéwell equipped to deal with
the high noise levels that are common in Nigenalsan centres today, because
such loud sounds occur only rarely in nature. Altjo the eardrum may
sometimes be ruptured by severe noise (acousticniai or pressure changes,
the part that is most vulnerable to damage by nliésemore deeply in the inner
ear, where the final processing takes place betbessound is converted into
nerve impulses that are transmitted to the braihe Extent of damage noise
pollution could inflict on man provided the impetos this study which aims to
verify the persistent incidence and magnitude oen@ollution in urban
Nigeria. Findings revealed that urban dwellers ilgé&ria are exposed to high
noise levels (above 70 decibels), with the attendalth implications. The
study recommends technical, planning, behavioural public enlightenment
strategies to abate noise pollution in urban Nigeri

Keywords: Urban, noise, pollution, Nigeria, abaterne

Introduction:

bout five decades ago, Peter Enahoro in his bdmk to be a Nigeria
made a satirical reference to “Nigeria noise” (Forah 1966). In 1979,
the Bendel State Government enacted a noise caediol. In 1984,
29 the Ondo State Government followed suit and in Audgi985, some
State Governments, including Rivers, Lagos and (oyoed this club of noise
abators. Other State Governments might have ehacteay have been in the
process of enacting noise laws; and it is not ehfikthat some Local
Governments have got noise regulations tucked stie@nn their offices. All
these underline the fact that the problem of noesmecially in our urban
centres of the country has reached such a dimernb&mnit demands some
necessary action.

Nevertheless, these strands of evidence purpotinag the Nigeria
populace is becoming increasingly aware of the engsoblem do not
necessarily imply getting a sharp focus of the [mwb Apart from a few
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newspaper articles which call attention to the nitage of the problem as
generally observed, there have not been any systerstudies aimed at
characterizing its nature and highlighting its etée nor has there evolved a
national policy on the issue (Egunjobi, 1983). Yise country is currently
undergoing an environmental revolution which whempleted is expected to
make the Nigerian environment a cleaner and sdéarepto live in. Talking
about this revolution, issues that have receivesr tfair share of attention
include solid and liquid wastes disposal, floodverdgion and, to some extent,
fire hazards. In relative terms, noise as a putdiccern has not been clearly
distinguished.

The variables through which pollutions reach udude not only the air
we breathe, the water we drink, the food we eat,also the sounds we hear.
This emphasizes the point that noise pollution ttuies an element of the
general environmental pollution problem. Just as &r constitute stench to the
nose, so also excessive noise to the ear. In Mfae is no longer regarded as
a mere nuisance, it has now been found to be adgzasing serious threat to
the quality of life enjoyed especially in the urbamvironment.

It is against this background that attempt is med#his paper to raise
some basic issues relating to urban noise pollutidsigeria; this is with a view
to establishing a basis for understanding the propland then indicate
possible directions for policy-making.

The paper is divided into five sections. Followiings brief introduction
Is section two which discusses the basic charatiesiand effects of noise
pollution. Section three directs attention to Nigeand gives a generally
gualitative insight into the problems of urban eamimental noise pollution in
the country. Section four looks into possible sg&s for noise abatement,
while the last section draws the conclusion.

Characteristics, measurement and effect of noise [pation

Noise is most often defined as ‘unwanted’ soun@nfthis seemingly
simple definition, two salient points can be isethtone, that all noise is sound;
and two, that all noise is subjective. The firstnpomplies that some sort of
noise is inevitable since there cannot be a noee-énvironment. The second
point implies that an assessment of where a geesl bf sound become ‘noise’
Is a function of an individual’s perception. At oegtreme in human perception
are “those few who are relatively insensitive awctually report that they are
unaware of even “loud noise”, while at the othetr&xe are another few “
perhaps 1-2 percent who are hypersensitive to alalbsioises” (Chalupnik,
1977; Field, 1993). The bulk of any given populatices between these two
extremes. They are neither insensitive nor hypesisea to noise. Their
perception of ‘acceptable noise level' can themefoe considered as being on
the average. People are prone to react by showingyance or irritability



81 whenever they find themselves in an environmentrevigich ‘acceptable’
82 limits are exceeded. The properties of noise whiely induce people’s reaction
83 include its pitch, loudness, quality of tone, dimat and frequency
84 (Cheremisinoff, 1978; Jerfferson, 2013). Negativeactions are actually
85 induced by noises which are the highest pitcheddst, poorest in tone and
86 longest lasting.

87 One of the characteristics of sound which canmobberlooked in any
88 discussion of noise problem is its wide range tensity. The sound intensity to
89 which the human ear is exposed ranges from 1 billi¢0.000000001) watt/m
9 to 10 million watts/a However, sound measurement is usually done in
91 decibels(dB) rather than the watts since the latter caclomsy to work with.

92 In the decibel system, logarithms of the ratiosoofdness are used to compare
93  sound intensities. Silence, an arbitrary thresketdl of sound is represented by
94 zero decibel. The 0 db is linked to the hearingghold at 1000 Hz, but young
95 people usually can hear sound pressure levelsseftlean 0 db (Randall and
96 Barron, 2002). The faintest sound audible to thendmu ear can be represented
97 by an intensity of 1dB. A ten-fold increase in theensity adds 10 units on the
98 decibel scale and a hundred-fold increase addartDso on. This is expressed
99 in the following formulation:

100 Decibels =10 log (measured intensity)

101 average human hearing - - - - - - ---0

102 threshold intensity

103 Table 1 shows what particular decibel levels @e by presenting the

104 decibel values of some representative everydaydso(see Table 1). It shows
105 that noise may be disturbing when it reaches 60aliBlerable when its level
106 exceeds 90, uncomfortable when at 100 and pairtiehwt exceeds 120.

107 Another characteristic of noise according to thsseasment of
108 acousticians, planners and others with professimnetest in noise is that it is
109 basically a city problem. This is to say that rueakas are relatively quiet
110 compared to the city. This can be explained byfalse of the close relationship
111 between population density and ambient noise, inegd, the higher the
112 population density, the louder the city.

113 One other characteristics of noise is how its lleavas continued to
114 increase over time. A sound expert has estimatatl @mbient city noise in
115 many areas of the USA has doubled in 20 years {(@ay 2012). Another
116 investigation estimates that ambient city noiseCanada increases a half—
117 decibel a year (Randall and Barron, 2002). It camkerred from these findings
118 that increase in the level of soundscape over tiae to do with the rate of
119 technological progress. Rosen and Olin’s study gframitive” tribe in Egypt
120 several years ago appears to have lent supponise@xplanation. They found
121 that the hearing acuity of the Maabams (a “primeitiggyptian tribe”) was
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superior to that of Americans of all age groupsse¥enty-years-old Maabam,
they claimed, could hear as well as a young Amaricay. Rosen and Olin
attributed this to “the relatively quiet Maabam eamment compared with the
technological hubbub that characterizes urban Asa&riRosen & Olin, 1965;

Owen, 1975; Singh & Mahajam, 1990; Benz and Cdl®Q9; Stewart, 2007;

Myer, 2004).

Excessive noise, like excessive heat or cold, hasyndegenerating
effects on human life. Studies in environmentalsacshow that these effects
range from interference with speech communicatioh gleep to psycho-social
stress and loss of hearing. Indeed, urban noidetiool has been found to have
contributed to reduced efficiency and bizarre behavby workers (Benz and
Colin, 1999; Olayinka, 2012).

Table 1

Noise levels of representative sounds

Representative sound Decibels Characteristics
Threshold of hearing 0 Audible

Normal breathing 10 Audible

Leaves rustling in _

breeze 20 Very quiet
Whispering 30 Very quiet

Library 4C Quiet

Quiet restaurant 50 Quiet
Conversation 60 Moderately loud
Vacuum cleaner 70 Moderately loud
Food blender 80 Very loud

Heavy traffic 90 Very loud

Train 10C Uncomfortabl louc
Machine gun at close

range 120 Uncomfortably loud

Jet plane engine at take
off 150 Painful

Source: Extracted from Paul R. Ehrlich & Anne H.rligih,
Population Resources Environment: Issues in Humeoidgy,
2nd ed.(San Francisco: W.H. Freeman & company), p.177;
Owen, Oliver S. (1975)Natural Resource Conservation: An
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Ecological Approach, 2nd ed.(New York and London:
Macmillan Publishing Co. Inc.), p.506.

A common effect of noise which is often noticedinterference with
speech. When speaking, background noise of 45-&didderately disturbing;
while at 65 one has to shout to be heard. Intarteranay affect person—to—
person or group conversations. It may affect tsiem or radio listening
pleasure. It may, in fact, disrupt formal classmo®acher—student mutual flow
of communication. Interruptions of this nature hawe overall effects of
prolonging the process of communication, making ghecess more laborious
and generally causing annoyance as well as frimtrat

Interference with sleep is one other common effecduced by high
ambient city noise. A noise intensity of 35-40dBslightly interfering while 50
makes falling asleep a lengthy process (Berland0Q1%hetye et al, 1981;
Rosenhall et al, 1990). Noise does not only prewset from sleeping, it also
causes sudden awakening from sleep. This happees Wiere is an abrupt
increase in the intensity of noise level as mapd®asioned by a ‘bang’, a gun-
shot or an explosion. In addition, noise can afteetquality of sleep. It means
that a person’s sleep may be disturbed withoutpieson being necessarily
awake. Sleep is a continuum ranging widely frontaaesof fully awake to a
state of deep sleep and noise can cause a shifong one stage to another
(Rau, 1980; Berglund, et al 1995). The ultimate&! of sleep interference are
headache, fatigue and palpitations (Berland, 18/&@takavukaren, 1990; Bond,
1996).

The disturbing effect of noise is not limited tonemunication and sleep;
it extends to other human activities. In particulaoise interferes with work
tasks. Although there are certain work tasks thahemselves generate noise
(heavy manufacturing, for example), there are a bb®thers, that cannot be
efficiently accomplished in a high intensity noegvironment. Work tasks that
require deep concentration will adversely be affédby noise. Studies have
shown that noise affects a worker's mind and outfiuthanges a worker’s
emotions and behaviour in a number of ways. It gites him to a peak and so
tends to make him commit more errors (Cheremisjd®¥8; Deutche, 2003).

More strikingly, noise affects bodily health byusing loss of hearing. It
has been found that continued exposure to noissesagradual hearing loss
which may develop into more serious hearing impamtmand eventual total
deafness (Rau, 1980; Singh, 1984; Kierman, 1997)the technologically
advanced societies, loss of hearing due to urbasenpollution is now
considered a serious problem. It is in fact estahdhat more than 100 million
people in the North American continent may expexegradual partial deafness
due to everyday noise.

It has been shown further that noise causes pbgstal harm to the
body. For example, it is medically proven that ‘losbunds cause blood vessels
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to constrict, the skin to pale, muscles to tenseé adrenal hormones to be
injected in the blood stream” (Kapoor & Singh, 1R98ther studies have
tentatively implicated high noise levels with suaitiments as pupil dilation,
stomach ulcers, intestinal spasms, and neurosise{iall, et al 1990; Benz and
Colon, 1999).

In summary, urban noise pollution has the efféstnpairing mental and
physical health and thereby reducing the qualityfef

Noise problems in urban Nigeria

Noise as an urban environmental nuisance in Nigerast beginning to
attract public attention in a serious way. Thishags explains the existing lack
of documentary sources on the problem. Howevergthppears to be no doubt
that Nigerian urban areas are characterized by &nghient noise pressure and
that millions of urbanites might have long been asqd to the harmful
psychological and physiological effects of noisdisTclaim — although yet
unsubstantiated — can be supported by direct etqpeeiof city living as well as
frequency of newspaper articles and media progragmweng some descriptive
insight into the problem. Writing in one of the ltes, a concerned citizen had
this to say:

Residents of our big cities are increasingly goihgugh the
gradual process of partial deafness. Their seesgardrums are
daily being bombarded by a continuous barrage of
environmental noise overflowing from ear-shatteridgim-size
speakers of mosques and churches, from hammering
neighbours’ musical systems, from the shrill hoohsnotorists;
from piercing sirens of escorts; from strident ¢iaps of drug
peddlers; from thunderous week-end open partied; vaorse
now, from harsh explosions of numerous record amsSeite
selling kiosks (Soni-Ehi, 1984).

The above is certainly a graphic description of shendscape of most
Nigerian cities today. The situation has promptegeNan ear experts to throw
their professional weight into the discussion c# firoblem. For example, the
head of the Ear, Nose and Throat (ENT) unit oflthgos University Teaching
Hospital gave a warning some time in 1984 that higerians might lose their
hearing in the next few decades as a result ofirmomis exposure to urban
noise. He based this warning on the increasing eunolb his patients who
complain of hearing loss in recent years

This phenomenon of increasing urban noise pohutio Nigeria is
traceable to a number of perceived factors. Brqatikgse can be categorized
into three:

I. socio-economic and cultural factors;
il. attitudinal or behavioural factors; and
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li. the structure of Nigerian cities.
Socio-economic and cultural factors

Under these set of factors are the increasing odtairbanization,
accelerated socio-economic progress and the dewpeawiligious culture.
Nigeria, like many other developing countries dfida, South Asia and Latin
American is undergoing a high rate of urbanizatibhe Nigeria situation is
even more spectacular in the sense that this &éfica has had a substantial
degree of urbanization even before its colonizatidre early missionaries who
visited the country met the indigenous populatiomingy in cities of
considerable size (Mabogunje, 1968; Nagi et al,319%he sizes have since
been magnified over time. More people have moved ihe cities, thereby
increasing not only the city sizes but also theingities which, by implication,
means higher urban noise levels.

Couple with urbanization is the accelerated secoromic progress the
country has witnessed. Nigeria has, over the ygasyressed in industrial
growth and the development of infrastructural ancia facilities. The citizens
have thus enjoyed improvement in their living stad. This manifests itself
in the increasing rate of car ownership and thes@g®on of electronic and
other household gadgets, all of which are sourtesban noise.

Then there is the religious factor which appearsave a strong influence
on the people. Every dominant religion - Christignislam and the Traditional
- has elements in its mode of worship which areseajenerating. It is a
common sight in the Nigerian settlements, espgciat urban category, to see
gigantic loudspeakers fixed to mosques and chuydhés indeed a common
occurrence to hear religious calls, chantings amdjs at incredible intensities
from those sources day and night. Paradoxicallg, shhme churches and
mosques which generate such noise without reganglb of residential quiet
usually display “No Noise” and “No Drumming” signgts, apparently to
prevent their services from being disturbed by passtreet dancers.

Attitudinal or behavioural factors

These are everyday Nigerian habits which constitutessant sources of
noise. It can be observed that most urban noigkeigesult of some sort of
human activity. This implies that some people dlyeor indirectly benefit
either from the sources of noise or from the rea¢@ A problem arises when
other people are one way or the other disturbethbynoise; and here lies the
crux of Nigerian urban noise problem which is tede to attitudinal factors.
Peter Enahoro seemed to have got a firm grip ofNigerian’s behaviour in
regard to noise making when he wrote:

In the beginning, God created the universe, then he
created the moon, the stars and the wild beasttheof



264 forests. On the sixth day He created the Nigerrahthere

265 was peace. But on the seventh day while God rebied
266 Nigerian invented noise (Enahoro, 1966).
267 A visitor coming into the country for the first tems likely to be taken

268 aback by the average Nigerian driver’'s indiscrirtenase of the vehicle-horn.
269 The same behavioural trait can be observed fromett@rd seller who blasts his
270  new records at the highest pitch attainable angllupidnight and even beyond
271 in order to attract customers.

272 Similarly, it is difficult to maintain tolerableelels of noise inside
273 residential building when every tenant tunes hidiaaor record player or
274 television to the highest sound level. Another skighit which is detrimental to
275  neighbourhood quiet include street hawking whicimas an unfamiliar feature
276 in all Nigerian cities.

277 The Structure of Nigerian cities

278 The third factor which explains the phenomenonrfan noise pollution
279 in Nigeria is the structure of its cities. With tkangle exception of the new
280 capital city-Abuja- all other towns and cities awell known for their mixed
281 land uses. Most of the settlements were not orilgisabjected to modern town
282 planning principles and practice. Every urban stisea commercial street.
283 Every incidental open space is either an open rmhaskechildren’s playing
284 ground, while incompatible uses (for example, hiapand motor vehicle
285 garage) are located side by side. As a resultethose sensitive land uses such
286 as residential areas, hospitals and education@uiiiens are unable to enjoy the
287 relative quiet they actually desire.

288 A case study Having described the magnitude of urban noisératates
289  to Nigeria and having outlined those factors whndght have been responsible,
290 itis considered necessary to have an idea of hewgéneral public feel about
291 urban noise pollution. Are people actually awai there is a problem? Do

292 they see the problem with the same focal lens@sethoise experts, planners
293 and bureaucrats who presently call attention tgtbblem? These and some
294  other questions prompted a pilot study based infMdgetropolis. The survey

295 lasted for six months (January — June, 2014). Tisysntended to test the

296 perception of the city dwellers about urban envmental problems including
297  solid wastes, flood, fire hazard, liquid waste ange. A total of 1,210 people
298 were interviewed from 21 neighborhoods in the Citye respondents were of
299  both sexes with varying levels of educational baskgd and mixed age and
300 occupational groupings. The interview commenced witestions that border
301 on the living conditions of respondents especidlgir perception of

302 environmental pollution and government response.
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With particular reference to the problem of noiskijch is the concern of
this paper, an attempt was made to know how pgogrieeived of the noise in
and around their homes. It can be seen as summanizable 2 that the highest
percentage of the respondents (41 percent) reptrégédhe noise around them
was “repulsive” which indicated a high degree d$sdiisfaction. Another 34
percent reported the situation as tolerable. Onlgr@portion of 25 percent
appear to be indifferent to the noise situatiothefr city life.

With the apparent high level of awareness of thisenproblem, what did
the respondents see as the most pronounced sduficeisance noise” in and
around their homes? The sample size of respon@entsrport noise is small
due to scarcity of residents in this category. &aBlreveals that deafening
sound from record-players top the list as the nofsstoxious source of noise.
This is followed by other sources such as the diggrioding machines, intra-
city traffic, power generating plants, and religgouorship in that order. Others
are the noises generated by activities in open etsuknd motor-packs. The less
significant sources as reported are generatededfatitories and airport.

What did the respondents consider the major soair¢ruisance noise”
in and around their workplaces? The data presenttable 3 show further that
as large as 15.4 percent considered vehicularidrafbise as the most
pronounced in their workplaces. This is followed tme noise vibrated by
record-cassette playing. Others are power gengrailants, market places,
grinding machines, motor parks, factories, religiouorship and the airport in
that order. One notable difference between theepatdepicted in columns (2)
and (3) of the table is the proportion of peopldigating absence of noise
problems. This is graphically depicted in tabldr3workplaces, the proportion
Is as high as 42.6 percent, whereas in homes, tbygogiion is only 21.2
percent. Going by the figure it can

Table 2
Perception of noise around homes
No. of Percentage
Respondents (%)
Repulsive 499 41
Tolerable 406 34
Indifferent 305 25
Total 1,210 100

Source: Field survey, 2014
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Table 3
Sources of “nuisance noise”

Sources In & Around In & Around
Homes Workplace
No of No of
Responde Respon
nts % dents %
Marketplace 46 3.8 73 6.0
Motor-park 17 1.4 30 2.5
Airport 3 0.2 7 0.6
Factories 16 1.3 20 1.7
Traffic 99 8.2 186 154
Power
generating-plant 87 7.2 87 7.2
Grinding- 135 112 70 58
machines
Record Players 313 25.9 113 9.3
Religious-
worship 79 6.5 16 1.3
Others 159 13.1 92 7.6
None 256 21.2 516 426
Total 1,210 100 1,210 100

Source: Field survey, 2014.

be inferred that residential noise problems ardadrign magnitude than noise
problems at workplaces. However, supplementaryudson with respondents
show that noise problem at workplaces is not nec#gdess in magnitude,

rather, respondents seem to have a more libermidatto, or higher degree of
tolerance for noise at work. In other words, sosspondents will take noise at
work as given or inevitable, but would prefer agfuiome for rest after work.

In general, the data from Warri metropobstrary to expectation, portray
the population as having a high degree of awarenétbke country’'s noise
pollution problem. They do not only have a broadhsmiousness of the
problem; they are also familiar with its varioususmes. This finding, albeit
tentative, calls attention to a fertile source mjredient for policy making. A
citizenry with a keen awareness of a problem wellnbore ready and willing to
participate in finding solutions to the problem.
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Noise abatement measures

The problem of urban noise pollution as a pubtincern can be tackled
by adopting a variety of measures each of which n@mwypliment the others.
These measures are in this section discussed timderbroad headings:

I. legislation;
ii.  physical planning; and
ii.  education.

Legislation: Enactment of noise laws and regulations is onehef most
familiar ways of controlling unwanted noise. Thedustrially developed
countries of Europe and America have respondetddmeed for making laws
against noise. The UK, for example, passed theeNalsatement Act of 1960.
The US also passed the Noise Control Act of 19T&s€& are intended to give
legal direction towards the abatement of noise omatonwide basis. With
particular reference to Nigeria, a number of Stawernments have evolved
noise control laws. Some Local Governments alse lige-laws which have to
do with noise. However, there appear not to besiéi Federal Government
effort in this direction. Yet, it is expected thditective and guidance from the
Federal level should serve as pointers as to draation by the States and the
Local Governments. It is expedient that the Fedé&aternment should come
up with a noise abatement law which will specife ttoles of State and Local
Governments.

At the same time, it should be recognized thateth@ctment of laws do
not make cities quieter if the laws are not enfdycand there are certain
problems usually associated with enforcement ofentaws. In the first place,
noise by its very nature is an intangible — an mmrental intangible; besides,
its assessment as earlier pointed out is subjecdioethe enforcement of laws
relating to noise is bound to be fraught with oeral difficulties. It is also
open to abuse unless the provisions are simplestigah and realistic. In
particular, it should be recognized that the puepofsany noise legislation is to
minimize noise as much as possible, for noise, @aibe where human beings
live, interact and perform activities cannot benghated.

In the second place, the problem of noise lawreefoent in Nigeria can
be made more difficult by shortage of personneis itonceivable that the law
enforcement agents will always be faced with thebj@m of allocating
manpower resources between some more acute itkeesrmed robbery, than
the seemingly less pressing noise control. A reitiognof this is important so
that consideration of manpower is made part ofrthigonal noise abatement
programme.

Physical planning One of the basic principles of land use plannsg
spatial separation of incompatible land uses. Sam@ uses are noise-sensitive;
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that is to say, they do not desire noise in andiradothem. These include
hospitals, educational institutions and residentaikas. Other uses are
insensitive to noise and they include transpomationanufacturing, and
commerce. The principle of ‘zoning’ provides thathe areas of intense noise,
no dwellings, schools or hospitals should be biiiterefore, an effective use of
planning control in the Nigerian cities will go anlg way in ameliorating the
adverse effect of noise. However, as already pdirdet, the structure of
Nigerian cities with their mixed land uses is nohducive to noise abatement.
It is necessary therefore to embark on a gradual foeceful process of
rationalization of land use in the cities.

Another planning instrument that should be employe attenuating
noise is the use of vegetational sound barriers ddnsist of spatial separation
of noise—sensitive land uses from sources of nbyséarriers such as trees,
hedges and grass. Acoustic green barriers accotdiBgnz and Colin (1999)
are effective when its thickness is up to 25meésd above and could reduce
noise pollution with 10 — 15 decibels. In the onnagpstruggle to plant more
trees in the country, conscious attempts need baena channel effort to
specific objectives such as using vegetation teesas noise barriers.

One other ways of incorporating noise control mygical planning is the
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Broadly, ElfSure proper assessment
of the environmental impact of new project or ctesqn land uses on human
activities and their welfare. The noise portionasfy EIS will describe the
existing noise environment, what a change will beught about in this
environment by the new project, and what anti-naigasures will be employed
if the project were to be noise-generating. Appitsaare not granted permission
to go on with the proposed project until satisfagtiooise impact statement is
submitted.

Education: It should be borne in mind that none of the measoutlined
above (legislation and city planning) will on itsvio work effectively without
the citizen’s cooperation; but there can be no eoapon unless the citizen
cares, and he does not care unless he is awares @ need therefore to
mount an educational programme that will be marfilkected to the general
public. This will be geared towards creating awas=s) and leading people to
understand the effects of noise pollution on thestfare, to know why anti-
noise laws are made, what the provisions of theslare, and what roles are
expected of them in putting into effect the variabstement measures.

Conclusion

Citizens’ well-being under the present urbanizipgocess and its
attendant deteriorating urban environment in Nmas a matter for public
concern. In an attempt to make the urban envirotendaaner and safer places
to live in, emphasis has recently been placed erré¢imoval of such pollutants
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as liquid and solid wastes. Noise as a public healisance has relatively been
ignored, whereas the noise level to which the ugb@oulation is exposed has
been increasing during the past five decades. Rigsairban residents in

Nigerian cities are expose to high noise levelsd@6ibels and above) with the
attendant health implications. Consequently, aakileeproportion of the urban
population (75%) are dissatisfied with urban liteedo noise pollution problem.

Although some disparate State laws have been writigich seem to signify

awareness of noise pollution, the country is ydotus on the problem and to
accord it the attention it requires. The need ha&sefore arisen to recognize
noise as a pollutant, and accordingly evolve aonati environmental noise

pollution policy with an appropriate programme.
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