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INTRODUCTION

At present, noise pollution is considered as one of the key problems which have numerous
detrimental effects on both physical and social environment. Noise menace has negative bearing on
both health and environment. Right from the inception of human civilization, noise has always been
there but it was never so evident, so ubiquitous, so varied and as pandemic as it is seen in the first
decade of this century. The effect of noise pollution is all-around and interconnected.

Many surveys have been carried out to assess the noise pollution status in many countries of the
world including some cities in India. India is among the developing countries where urban
environment has undergone significant changes due to industrialization, urbanization, expansion of
the road network and the increase in the number of motor vehicles over the last 10 years (Dasarthy,
2013).These changes have resulted in an increase in noise levels that have added to many types of
sufferings on humankind. WHO rated Delhi as 2nd noisiest city (World Economic Forum 2017). As
per the survey, Delhi was the second worst city for noise pollution, followed by Cairo, Mumbai,
Istanbul and Beijing. Dhole and Kadu (2018) while evaluating noise pollution in Washim town,
Mabharashtra also concluded that noise pollution was emerging as an environmental problem in
Washim town and other parts of India. The people staying in noisy area especially above 70 dB (A)
should take precautionary and protective measures in order to prevent themselves from noise
induced hearing loss.



Awareness Status of Noise Pollution in Samba Town of District Samba (Jammu & Kashmir)

The present study has been made to assess awareness status of noise pollution in Samba Town;
District Samba (J&K).Samba town is situated on range of Shivalik Hills alongside the National
Highway 1A. In Samba town the public, commercial and industrial activities have increased day by
day after notification of Samba tehsil as District and Samba town as District headquarter on 6t July
2006.This has led to overcrowding of area and increase in population density and number of motor
vehicles.

MATERIAL AND METHOD

Noise pollution impact/awareness survey was conducted in Samba town by Questionnaire cum
interview method using specific Questionnaire. During this survey, randomly selected 2000 i.e. 1000
males and 1000 females were interviewed by a specific format. Data was interpreted by using Mean
score and percentage basis.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The analysis of the compiled data regarding impact / awareness of noise revealed that majority of the
respondents were having the knowledge of noise pollution and all the respondents of the study area
were facing the problem of noise pollution. The sources of noise pollution identified by majority of
the respondents at all the sites were traffic/vehicular noise, loudspeakers, construction activities,
generators, shouting children, agricultural implements etc. Statistically insignificant (p>0.05)
difference of response between male and female respondents was observed (Tablel).Ismail and
Ahmed (2018) after investigating the level of awareness about causes, impacts and solutions of noise
pollution in Delhi concluded that the majority of educated youth was aware about noise pollution, its
causes and probable health effects but hardly perceived noise pollution as environmental challenge
and ranked it as the least important threat to the health and environment. Females were more
sensitive as compared to males about noise pollution in Delhi. The study identified vehicular
pollution as one of the most important cause of noise pollution and loud music as the second most
important cause of noise pollution. Finally, the study suggested awareness campaign involving
citizens and strict enforcement of environment laws. Chauhan and Pande (2010b) also reported that
transportation and horn used in vehicles were the major sources of noise pollution in Dehradun City.
Saaduet al. (1996) also reported road traffic, loudspeakers, radio etc. as the major source of noise.
Moteallemi et al. (2018) while surveying the effects of noise pollution on residents of the Samen
district in Mashhad revealed traffic noise was reported as the most important source of noise
pollution. Singh and Davar (2004) while surveying the problem of noise pollution in the wake of its ill
effects on the life of the people in Delhi State pointed out various adverse health effects caused by
noise pollution.

67.3% of males and 78% of females reported that during 12-18 hours, they used to experience more
noise pollution. Only few of the respondents were experiencing noise pollution during 18-24 hours
and only 2.5% experienced noise pollution during 0-6 hours. Majority of the respondents at the site
reported ‘No disturbance” during sleep at night (Table1).On contrary, Weyde et al. (2017) studied the
effect of noise on children during night in Norway and found a statistically significant association
between road traffic noise and sleep problems in girls in study area. Further analysis revealed,
statistically insignificant(p>0.05) difference of response between male and female respondents
regarding sleep disturbance due to noise.

29.7% of males and 65% of females reported to face most of the noise at workplace followed by
respondents facing noise at residence which was followed by the noise during commutation and least
reported noise at recreational spots.70% of the respondents (80% of male respondents and 60% of
female respondents) reported that outdoor noise was the main source of noise (Table 1). On contrary,
Nagi et al. (1993) reported that urban families experienced more noise nuisance from interior sources.

31.4% of the respondents in the study area were reported to be mostly suffering from annoyance due
to noise followed by headache(30.4%), fatigue (19.8%), Lack of concentration (13%) and high blood
pressure (5.4%) (Table 1). Moteallemi et al. (2018) while surveying the effects of noise pollution on
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residents of the Samen district in Mashhad also revealed that noise pollution caused nervousness
(29.1%), conversation problems (19.8%), amnesia (18.3%), loss of concentration (12.8%) and annoyance
(54.8%). Statistical analysis revealed significant (p > 0.05) difference of response between male and
female respondents regarding problem mostly faced due to noise. Bluhm et al. (2007) found
association between road traffic noise and hypertension and found that about 13% of subjects in the
whole study population were diagnosed with hypertension. Van and Babisch (2012) while reviewing
relevant literature on road traffic noise exposure and the prevalence of hypertension up to 2010
concluded that increase in the risk of hypertension increased with the road traffic noise level. Ouis
(2001) also reported annoyance to be the first and foremost effect of road traffic noise in addition to
non-auditory effects. Singh et al. (2018) also concluded that traffic noise caused irritation and
annoyance, sleep disturbances, cardiovascular disease, risk of stroke, diabetes, hypertension and loss
of hearing.

Majority of the respondents (81.2% of male respondents and 70% of female respondents) at the site
rated the level of noise near the road as annoying (Table 1). Dratva et al. (2010) studied the impact of
road traffic noise on the quality of life and observed that thirteen percent of the study population
reported high annoyance due to traffic. Mohapathra et al. (2012) also established the relationships
between annoyance and traffic noise among residents, general public and shop owners with the help
of correlation analysis.

Majority of the respondents (75.2% of male respondents and 44% of female respondents) reported
light vehicle as the most disturbing category of vehicle. Statistical analysis revealed significant
(p<0.05) difference of response between male and female respondents regarding category of vehicle
causing more disturbance (Table 1). Srivastav et al. (1986) observed that automobiles specifically auto
rickshaws were the major source of noise in Ahmedabad.52.2% of the respondents in the study area
stated that music players inside buses should be used with restrictions and 45.8% of the respondents
stated that music players inside buses should be banned.

Majority of the respondents (97% of male respondents and 94% of female respondents) at the sites
reported that restrictions on the use of horns near educational institutes and hospitals should be
strictly enforced. Statistical analysis revealed significant (p<0.05) difference of response between male
and female respondents (Table 1). Rao and Rao (1990) reported that air horns used by motor vehicles
were the most important factor contributing highly to noise pollution. Majority of the respondents
(90.5% of respondents) at all the sites had never used the ear plugs/muffs. So they needed proper
awareness regarding noise induced hearing loss. Majority of the respondents were observed to be
unaware about the environmental laws pertaining to noise and had never lodged complaint about a
neighbour being too noisy. Majority of the respondents (50% of male respondents and 99% of female
respondents) at the sites of the study area reported that noise affected them most during the summer
season (Table 1).

Tablel: Noise impact and awareness survey in study area (Samba Town)

S. No. | Characteristics Percentage of Respondents
Male Female Total
1. Knowledge of Noise Pollution
a) Yes 88.1% 81% 84.55%
b) No 11.9% 19% 15.45%
2. Problem of Noise Pollution
a) Yes 100% 100% 100%
b) No 0% 0% 0%
3. Noise Pollution is experienced
a) 0-6 hours 1% 4% 2.5%
b) 6-12 hours 19.8% 17% 18.4%
c) 12-18 hours 67.3% 78% 72.65%
d) 18-24 hours 11.9% 1% 6.45%
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S. No. | Characteristics Percentage of Respondents
Male Female Total
4. Disturbance during sleep at night
a) Yes 32.7% 39% 35.85%
b) No 67.3% 61% 64.15%
5. Noise mostly faced at
a) At residence 64.4% 29% 46.7%
b) At workplace 29.6% 65% 47.35%
¢) During commutation 5% 4% 4.5%
d) Recreational spots 1% 2% 1.5%
6. Most affecting source of noise
a) Indoor 20% 40% 30%
b) Outdoor 80% 60% 70%
7. Mostly faced due to noise *
a) Annoyance 23.8% 39% 31.4%
b) Lack of concentration 3% 23% 13%
c) Headache 33.8% 27% 30.4%
d) Fatigue 29.6% 10% 19.8%
e) Increased pulse rate 9.8% 1% 5.4%
8 Noise level near the road
a) Unbearable 18.8% 30% 24.4%
b) Annoying 81.2% 70% 75.6%
9. Most disturbing category of vehicle *
a) Heavy Vehicle 24.8% 56% 40.4%
b) Light Vehicle 752% 44% 59.6%
10. Music players inside buses should be
a) Banned 42.6% 49% 45.8%
b) Allowed to continue 0% 4% 2%
¢) Used with restrictions 57.4% 47% 52.2%
11. Restrictions on the use of horns near

educational institutes and hospitals be
strictly enforced

a) Yes 97% 94% 95.5%

b) No 3% 6% 4.5%
12. Ear plugs/muffs used ever

a) Yes 5% 14% 9.5%

b) No 95% 86% 90.5%
13. Awareness about environmental laws *

pertaining to noise

a) Yes 50.5% 29% 39.75%

b) No 49.5% 71% 60.25%

14. Lodged Complaint ever about a
neighbour being too noisy

a) Yes 2% 5% 3.5%

b) No 98% 95% 96.5%
15. Season of the year in which noise

affects the most

a) Rainy season 40 1% 20.5%

b) Summer season 50% 99% 74.5%

c) Winter season 10% 0% 5%

Further analysis of data of ranking of outdoor sources of noise pollution revealed that traffic
noise/horns secured 15t Rank with mean score of 1.47 and post offices secured XIIth Rank with mean
score of 10.58 in the study area (Table 2). Kaushal and Rampal (2016), Moteallemi et al. (2018) while
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assessing the attitudinal response of the residents towards traffic noise reported traffic noise as the
main source of noise pollution. Thangadurai et al. (2005) also reported traffic noise as major
contributor to annoyance. Statistically insignificant difference (p<0.05) was observed between male
and female response regarding ranking of outdoor sources of noise pollution.

Table 2: Mean Rank of Outdoor Sources of Noise in Study Area (Samba Town)

S.No. | Sources Males Females Overall

@ (II) (I1D)

Mean score | Rank Mean | Rank | Mean Rank

score score

1. Market Noise 2.95 I 3.05 11 3.0 I
2. Loudspeakers 9.88 XI 8.53 XII 9.21 X
3. Traffic noise/horns 1.64 I 1.29 I 1.47 I
4. Generators 4.75 v 6.58 v 5.67 v
5. Banquet Halls 6.56 VII 5.71 IX 6.14 VI
6. Restaurants 6.88 VIII 7.98 VI 743 IX
7. Industry 3.45 I 3.26 I 3.36 I
8. Automobile workshops 7.07 IX 6.65 v 6.86 VII
9. Bus Stands 6.2 \Y% 5.29 VI 5.75 v
10. Banks 9.87 X 10.76 | X 10.32 XI
11. School/Colleges 6.51 VI 7.31 VII 6.91 VIII
12. Post Offices 10.38 X 10.77 | XI 10.58 XII

Whereas analysis of data of ranking of indoor sources of noise pollution revealed that television
secured Ist Rank with mean score of 2.51and Stove secured XVt Rank with mean score of 10.92 (Table
3). Statistically significant difference (p < 0.05) was observed between male and female response
regarding ranking of indoor sources of noise pollution.

Table 3: Mean Rank of Indoor Sources of Noise in the Study Area (Samba Town)

S. Sources Males Females Total
No. () (I (I1D)
Mean |Rank |Mean Rank Mean Rank
Score Score Score
1 Television 3.05 I 1.97 I 2.51 I
2. Cooler 8.53 XIIT 7.71 VI 8.12 X
3. Air Conditioner 14 II 13.96 XV 7.68 VIII
4. Music gadgets 6.58 VIII 2.63 II 4.61 I
5. Pressure Cooker 5.71 VII 5.77 \Y% 5.74 \Y%
6. Telephone Ring 7.98 XI 9.49 X 8.74 XIII
7. Fan 3.26 v 10.56 XI 6.91 VI
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8. Exhaust Fan 6.65 IX 8.95 IX 7.80 IX
9. Refrigerator 529 VI 11.94 X1V 8.62 XII
10. Mixer/Grinder 10.76 | XIV 4.5 111 7.63 VII
11. Alarm Clock 7.30 X 10.74 XII 9.02 X1V
12. Stove 10.77 | XV 11.06 XIII 10.92 XV
13. Washing Machine |3.06 v 7.8 VII 5.43 v
14. Door Slamming 8.52 XII 8.01 VIII 8.27 XI
15. Talking/shouting | 1.29 I 4.66 v 2.98 I
CONCLUSION

It is the need of the hour to take preventive measures and effective mitigation strategies so as to save
residents of Samba from the detrimental effects of noise menace which can be controlled to a greater
extent at all three stages namely (a) At source (b) during transmission and (c) at the receiver.
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