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A neighbourhood's physical environment is crucial to residents' quality of life. However, not 

much is known about residents’ satisfaction with the neighbourhood physical environment of 

government staff housing schemes in Nigeria. This research sought to examine the satisfaction 

with the neighbourhood physical environment of the nine government Staff housing estates in 

Lagos State, Nigeria. The data were sourced through a questionnaire survey involving 500 

household heads in the study area. The data were analysed using descriptive and principal 

component analyses. The results revealed that about 44.6% indicated contentment with the 

physical environment of the estates and were most pleased with the closeness of their housing 

units to their places of worship but least satisfied with the closeness of their housing units to 

the nearest fire service station. The top three out of six main dimensions of neighbourhood 

physical environment satisfaction were the closeness of housing units to neighbourhood 

facilities and access to parking spaces and public transport services; the number of entrances, 

the number of green areas and open spaces, and drainage facilities and external lighting and 

access to children’s play area. These findings imply that to enhance residents’ satisfaction with 

the physical neighbourhood environment in government-provided staff housing estates, 

architects, estate managers, town planners and other professionals involved in the design, 

construction and management of housing estates should consider the provision of vital 

neighbourhood facilities such as worship places, fire stations, parking spaces, good quality 

green areas and open spaces, drainage facilities and external lighting and others as identified 

in this research. 
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1. INTRODUCTION

The "government staff housing" provision is based on the 

government as an employer and provider of housing for its 

employees in Nigeria. It falls under the public housing 

provision, which caters to the housing needs of a segment of 

the citizens. As is true for other forms of housing provision, 

public housing comprises housing units, housing unit services, 

neighbourhood facilities and management practices [1-3]. 

Among these, the neighbourhood environment of housing 

influences how people live, network, work as well as play. 

Even though the term community is often used in place of 

neighbourhood, Cater and Jones [4] pointed out that the two 

terms vary in description as well as contents. These authors 

defined "community" as social dynamics and connection 

within a geographic area, and "neighbourhood" as a physical 

place. The planning approach and ecological approaches are 

the two key approaches to understanding the concept of the 

neighbourhood as explained by Higgitt and Memken [5]. On 

the one hand, the planning approach defines neighbourhood as 

how the physical environment supports its residents in their 

everyday lives. The ecological approach on the other hand 

describes the neighbourhood as a functional unit that is related 

to both the physical characteristics of a community and how 

social clusters are distributed in different neighbourhood 

settings. Berk [6] also defined the neighbourhood as the 

immediate physical and social surroundings of the residence. 

Given these definitions, the neighbourhood environment as 

used in this study refers to the immediate social, physical, and 

economic surroundings of the residential units. However, the 

scope of the current research is limited to the physical 

neighbourhood environments of government staff housing 

estates. 

The physical environment of a residential neighbourhood 

plays a crucial role in promoting social cohesiveness, 

community building, and social interactions among residents. 

This comprises public spaces, such as parks, plazas, 

community centers and others which serve as hubs for 

community activities. Mouratidis and Poortinga [7] asserted 

that a neighbourhood's physical environment has a complex 
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influence on people's experiences, perceptions, and general 

levels of pleasure. Beyond just providing a place to live, a 

neighbourhood's physical environment has a significant 

influence on social interactions, safety and well-being, day-to-

day activities, and accessibility to basic services and facilities. 

According to Lee et al. [8], these can foster a feeling of trust, 

shared identity, and belonging within the community, which 

can improve social cohesiveness and inhabitants' contentment 

with their living conditions. The physical neighbourhood 

environment has a substantial influence on people's sense of 

safety, security, and general well-being, according to Basu et 

al. [9]; leading to improvement in the general well-being and 

contentment with their community [10].  

Further, Mouratidis and Yiannakou [11] noted that peoples’ 

daily activities, mobility, and access to necessary services and 

facilities are usually shaped by the physical characteristics of 

their neighbourhood environment. For instance, the 

availability and accessibility to pedestrian-friendly 

infrastructure, such as bike lanes, sidewalks, and public transit 

systems can affect how people choose to get to their places of 

work, schools, markets, healthcare facilities, and other vital 

urban services. Research has also shown that a well-planned 

neighbourhood environment with a high premium on 

accessibility and walkability may encourage active lives, 

lessen dependency on personal automobiles, and help create a 

more ecologically conscious and sustainable society [12]. 

Notably, the studies by Tcymbal et al. [13] and Grum and 

Grum [14] identified the key design and planning features of 

residential neighbourhood environments to include open 

spaces, lighting, walkability, and aesthetics, and concluded 

that these aspects have a profound influence on residents’ level 

of satisfaction with their neighbourhood physical environment. 

It was on this premise that other authors noted that 

neighbourhood environments with well-kept green areas, eye-

catching landscaping, and visually appealing architectural 

features can increase inhabitants' sense of pride and ownership 

and improve their general contentment with their surroundings 

[15]. In addition, it has also been reported that well-designed 

parks and green areas can provide opportunities for leisure and 

exercise, improving the physical and emotional well-being of 

the community, and leading to general satisfaction with the 

residential environment [16]. 

Parkes et al. [17] noted that in a bid to ensure that most 

residents are satisfied with their residential environments in 

the urbanizing world, neighbourhood (dis)-satisfaction has 

become a significant aspect of the neighbourhood that has 

received significant research attention. According to 

Permentier et al. [18], the degree to which locals are happy or 

unhappy with the social, physical, and economic surroundings 

of their dwellings is the definition of neighbourhood 

satisfaction. Given this, research on residential 

neighbourhoods has been based on diverse perspectives and 

different theories. This is because housing satisfaction consists 

of the satisfaction housing unit and the neighbourhood 

environment. The current study is based on the housing deficit, 

housing need and psychological construct theories. 

In an attempt to assess residential satisfaction, some 

previous studies have explored satisfaction with housing units 

and neighbourhood environments in one research [2, 19, 20]. 

Research has also explored residents’ satisfaction with the 

neighbourhood physical environments of public housing 

estates. For example, Ibem et al. [21] examined 

neighbourhood settings and residents' satisfaction with public 

housing in Ogun State, southwest Nigeria, Okopi [22] 

investigated residents' contentment with the provision of local 

infrastructure in Kano, northern, Nigeria, while Mouratidis 

[23] investigated the travel distance satisfaction, 

neighbourhood satisfaction, and housing satisfaction as 

predictors of subjective quality of life in Oslo, Norway. 

Despite the insight gained from these studies, there is limited 

research on residents’ satisfaction with neighbourhood 

physical environment of government staff housing estates in 

Nigeria. Specifically, no study known to us has explored the 

extent to which residents are satisfied with the physical 

neighbourhood environment of government staff housing 

schemes in Nigeria. As a result, not much is known about the 

performance of the physical environment of housing estates 

provided in this scheme in meeting the occupants’ needs, 

expectations and aspirations.  

It is against this background that this research sought to 

assess the residents’ satisfaction with the neighbourhood 

physical environments of the government Staff housing 

schemes in Lagos State, Nigeria, to make suggestions on how 

to enhance residents' satisfaction with government Staff 

housing schemes in the study area and beyond. The study was 

guided by two key research questions served. They are as (i) 

What are the residents’ levels of satisfaction with the physical 

neighbourhood environments of government staff housing 

estates provided in Lagos State, Nigeria? (ii) How do the 

residents understand satisfaction with the physical 

neighbourhood environments of the housing estates in the 

study area?  

The focus on government staff housing schemes was 

informed by the increasing number of housing estates 

provided by both public and private sector employers in 

Nigeria with little or no attempt to evaluate the performances 

of these housing estates in meeting the occupants’ needs. This 

study contributes to scientific knowledge by identifying the 

aspects of the physical neighbourhoods of the housing estates 

that influenced the residents’ levels of satisfaction. It also 

identified aspects that need to be strengthened in enhancing 

the levels of residents’ satisfaction and by extension their 

quality of life in government staff housing estates provided in 

Lagos State, Nigeria. The knowledge of these is vital in 

informing mass housing design, planning and management 

practices as well as policy-making in Nigeria. 

 

 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

2.1 History of employee housing schemes 

 

The housing problem is enormous and complex. The 

problem has also manifested in qualitative and quantitative 

forms. To address this problem, successive governments have 

engaged in several initiatives and policies. In Nigeria, one of 

such policies is the employee housing scheme, through a 

special provision in Decree Number 54, 1979. This decree 

made it compulsory for all employers with up to 500 

employees to provide and maintain for their employees in a 

housing scheme. In addition, the decree provides for the 

provision of houses on a rental basis by the employer and that 

the designated employer may provide furniture for the 

employees [3]. To buttress the importance of this decree in 

housing provision in Nigeria, the employee housing scheme 

was recognized in both the 1991 and 2012 national housing 

policy documents. 

Under the provisions of the Employee Housing (special 
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provision) Decree 1979, many public and private sector 

employers of labour in Nigeria have set up several mass 

housing schemes by developing mass housing estates for their 

employees. This type of housing scheme involves the 

government as employers, providing housing to its employees 

on a rental basis in the course of their employment in 

government agencies. Hence, it has been described as a sub-

set of public housing, especially for those who cannot afford 

decent housing on their own.  

The Government Staff Housing Schemes in Lagos State, 

Nigeria is a typical example of an employee housing scheme 

in Nigeria. Given the submission by Ibem et al. [21] that for 

the housing sector to improve the quality of housing it 

produces, it must explore and understand users’ needs and 

expectations and the extent to which such needs and 

expectations are met through regular performance evaluation, 

the current study is focused on evaluating an aspect of the 

housing estates provided under this scheme in Lagos which is 

Nigeria’s largest metropolitan area  

 

2.2 Neighbourhood physical environment satisfaction: 

theoretical clarification 
 

Neighbourhood satisfaction is commonly regarded as the 

degree to which the needs of residents are met within their 

neighbourhood environments [18]. The neighbourhood 

environment can also be further broken into the physical 

neighbourhood, social and economic neighbourhood 

environment. The neighbourhood's physical environment is 

the focus of the current research. Thus, satisfaction with the 

neighbourhood's physical environment is defined as an 

evaluation of how well people's local physical environments 

meet their needs, expectations and aspirations. Several 

theories, including the housing needs, the housing deficit 

theory, and the psychological construct theory. This is because 

housing satisfaction consists of the satisfaction housing unit 

and the neighbourhood environment. Housing need theories 

were originally presented by Rossi [24], who pointed out that 

there are diverse life phase stages which lead to varying 

housing needs and that the difference between current and 

anticipated housing needs generates housing strain or 

dissatisfaction. Related to this is the housing deficit theory, 

which contends that residents evaluate their housing situation, 

which includes the neighbourhood's physical environment 

based on some social, economic and psychological family and 

cultural norms. This evaluation is determined by several 

factors, including physical, social, and economic 

characteristics of the housing environment. In the evaluation 

process, if there is an incongruity between the existing housing 

situation and the established family and societal norms can 

lead to a housing deficit, leading to residential dissatisfaction 

[25]. In line with this, if the residents of the neighbourhood 

physical environments of the housing estates align with the 

family and societal norms, there is a high tendency for the 

residents to feel satisfied with these, and vice versa. The 

psychological construct theory contends that individuals 

usually have a mental picture of what their housing situation 

should be, and thus evaluate their housing environment using 

that as the reference standard. They tend to express satisfaction 

if their housing situation reasonably aligns with the reference 

situation, and vice versa [26]. In applying this theoretical 

framework, it is also important to reckon that housing schemes 

are social programmes designed to meet the needs of target 

beneficiaries. Hence, the evaluator must first identify those 

intending to use the housing products and services before the 

evaluation study is designed [27]. This suggests that even 

before the evaluation's design and data collection, the 

perspectives of the target beneficiaries must be known and 

considered in the design of the housing projects. This informs 

the adoption of a utilization-focused evaluation approach in a 

majority of the research on satisfaction with public housing. 

 

2.3 Review of empirical studies on neighbourhood physical 

environment satisfaction 

 

Several reasons abound on why neighbourhood satisfaction 

studies should be conducted. Chief among these is that 

residents’ satisfaction studies help us to know the housing 

conditions of the residents, their expectations and aspirations 

[21], and quality of life [28, 29] and to determine the 

achievements or failures of housing programmes, projects, 

strategies and or policies [30]. In addition, studies on 

neighbourhood satisfaction also provide insight into residents' 

housing modification and mobility behaviours [28]. 

Even though the neighbourhood environment comprises 

physical, social and economic aspects, the current study is 

focused on the neighbourhood's physical environment. The 

physical environment of a neighbourhood comprises mostly 

public and neighbourhood facilities. The quality, and 

proximity of these facilities to residents have an influence on 

residents’ satisfaction or dissatisfaction with their residential 

neighbourhood. Particularly in the context of public housing, 

the neighbourhood environment is very key to determining 

residents’ experiences and general levels of satisfaction. A key 

factor in deciding neighbourhood satisfaction and quality of 

life is having easy access to basic services and amenities [31]. 

According to Du et al. [32], neighbourhood facilities such as 

schools, places of worship, markets, healthcare facilities, 

public transportation, workplaces, fire services, and 

recreational spaces are key to meeting residents' daily needs 

and enhancing their overall health and well-being. In the work 

by Mayne et al. [33], it was reported that the proximity to 

educational facilities, such as schools and daycare centers, is 

especially important for families with children. Not only does 

having these amenities close make life more convenient, but it 

also makes commuting easier and reduces travel time for the 

kids, leading to their general safety and well-being.  

Similarly, having access to places of worship can help 

neighbours feel more connected to one another and more 

fulfilled spiritually, leading to a higher level of happiness in 

the neighbourhood as a whole. It is equally important to have 

markets and food shops within residential neighbourhoods to 

ensure that residents have easy access to necessities at 

convenient locations without having to travel long hours to get 

them [34]. Furthermore, Peters et al. [35] highlighted that the 

availability of healthcare facilities, such as clinics and 

hospitals, within the neighbourhood can be life-saving in 

emergencies and can provide peace of mind for residents, 

particularly the elderly and those with chronic health 

conditions. Similarly, Mouratidis [36] and Van Soest et al. 

[37], noted that access to reliable public transportation is 

another critical factor that contributes to neighborhood 

satisfaction. Efficient public transportation systems, such as 

buses, trains, or subways, enable residents to commute to work, 

run errands, or access services and amenities outside their 

immediate neighbourhood with ease. This encourages a more 

ecologically conscious and sustainable way of living in 

addition to lowering dependency on personal automobiles [38].  
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Furthermore, residential neighbourhoods with sources of 

employment, fire protection, and entertainment may greatly 

improve the quality of life for the locals [39]. While having 

access to fire services assures inhabitants of a sense of security 

and safety, living close to places of employment can shorten 

commuting time and the stress associated with this [40]. Parks, 

playgrounds, and sports facilities are examples of recreational 

facilities that offer opportunities for physical activities, social 

interactions, and mental health in general [41, 42]. In addition 

to making residential areas more convenient for inhabitants 

daily, the presence and accessibility to these amenities 

influence residents' perception of their neighbourhood as a 

desirable and livable place [40]. When essential services and 

amenities are within reach, residents tend to experience a 

greater sense of satisfaction, comfort, and overall well-being, 

ultimately enhancing their quality of life within the 

neighbourhood [43]. Succinctly put, the closeness of housing 

units to the places of worship, the nearest market, gas/petrol 

station, banking facilities /services, and parking spaces have 

been identified as aspects of the neighbourhood's physical 

environment that affect residents’ satisfaction [21, 22, 44-46]. 

Research has also shown that access to public transport 

services, and proximity homes to the nearest police post, hair 

barbing/ dressing saloons, auto-mechanic workshops, health 

care facilities, drinking joints/eateries, friends and loved ones, 

shopping facilities, work /business, and children’s play areas 

also influence residents’ satisfaction with neighbourhood 

physical environments [18, 21, 22, 47-49]. The proximity of 

dwelling units to open spaces to dry washed clothes, 

connectivity between different parts of the estate, closeness of 

housing units to business centres/cyber cafes, quality of 

telecommunication services within neighbourhoods, external 

lighting, closeness to the public library, signage and street 

furniture, and good stormwater drainage facilities are factors 

that influence neighbourhood physical environment 

satisfaction [21, 46-48]. 

Other studies have examined neighbourhood physical 

environment within the context of residential satisfaction 

research [1, 3, 50-56], while neighbourhood physical 

environment satisfaction has been part of general research on 

neighbourhood satisfaction [18, 21, 44, 46-48]. For example, 

Jaramillo et al. [49] used neighbourhood satisfaction in 

Charlotte, North Carolina, to investigate the relationship 

between the subjective well-being of housing Choice Ticket 

beneficiaries and other community opportunity aspects. 

According to that study, moving to an area with better 

prospects may not immediately result in increases in 

neighbourhood satisfaction and, consequently, subjective 

well-being. Mantey [57] considered the essential elements for 

sub-urban neighbourhood satisfaction with emphasis on 

walkability, ease of access, and mental and social views about 

the neighbourhood. The study reported that ease of access was 

the most important predictor of satisfaction with the sub-urban 

neighbourhood environment. Another study by Kwon et al. 

[58] examined the relationship between quality of life (QoL) 

and neighbourhood and physical environment satisfaction in 

Gyeonggi, Korea. The authors found that improved 

neighbourhood and physical elements satisfaction had a 

significant effect on quality of life, with the most discernible 

effect coming from satisfaction with access to basic amenities. 

Using survey and geospatial information gathering methods, 

Mouratidis [59] investigated the association between 

neighbourhood deficit and neighbourhood features, 

satisfaction with neighbourhood, and well-being in Oslo. The 

results indicated that destitute neighbourhoods had greater 

perceived uproar and lower perceived safety, sanitation, status, 

and place affection. Neighbourhood satisfaction and 

emotional reaction to the neighbourhood were found to be 

lesser in underprivileged neighbourhoods. The author also 

reported that residents of underprivileged neighbourhoods 

experienced lower levels of satisfaction with the 

neighbourhood and lesser emotional reaction to the 

neighbourhood even when social infrastructure like open 

green spaces, public transport services, and local facilities 

were uniformly distributed. Aksel and İmamoğlu [60] also 

examined how neighbourhood location affected place 

attachment and residential satisfaction. In contrast to prior 

studies, the findings demonstrated a positive correlation 

between place connection and residential satisfaction albeit 

neighborhood location appears to be only associated with 

residential satisfaction.  

In Nigeria, Okopi [22] assessed resident’s satisfaction with 

neighbourhood facilities in a public residential estate in Kano, 

Nigeria. The findings showed that the residents valued the 

proximity of their houses to places of worship, aesthetic appeal, 

proximity to schools and shops/markets, level of seclusion, 

integration of the residences, and superior layout. However, 

some residents were dissatisfied with the power supply, health, 

surveillance, safety, and vigilante, refuse/ sewage disposal 

facilities, potable water supply, drainage and leisure facilities, 

open spaces, the landscape and public spaces for social 

interactions. Ibem et al. [21] investigated neighbourhood 

satisfaction in public housing estates in Ogun State, Nigeria. 

The results revealed that most of the residents sampled in that 

study were dissatisfied with the neighbourhood physical 

environments of public housing estates, with poor access to 

utilities and services being the main source of dissatisfaction.  

From the literature reviewed here, it is clear that studies in 

their climes have divergent findings on satisfaction with the 

neighbourhood's physical environment. Whereas some studies 

found that explicit characteristics had a significant influence 

on satisfaction with the neighbourhood environments, others 

found no substantial impact at all. This suggests the existing 

studies are inconclusive. This might be due to some factors. 

First, it might be due to the various variables investigated and 

the diversity of contexts involved in these studies. Second, it 

can also be because some of these studies assessed the 

neighbourhood environment as a whole comprising physical 

and social aspects. Some authors examined the housing unit 

and neighbourhood environment together in the context of 

overall residential satisfaction [2, 19, 20]. It is also evident 

from the review that even though satisfaction with the physical 

settings of neighbourhoods in public housing estates has been 

assessed by some authors, satisfaction with the neighbourhood 

physical environment of government Staff housing estates has 

received very little research attention, especially in Nigeria. 

Moreover, how residents understand satisfaction with the 

neighbourhood's physical environment has not been 

adequately explored in the housing literature. These constitute 

the research gap the current study attempts to fill. 

 

 

3. STUDY AREA 

 

Lagos, one of the main commercial and economic centers 

in sub-Saharan Africa, is located between longitude 3°21'24'E 

and latitude 6°35'8'N. With a population density of 4713 

people per square kilometre, Lagos has an area of 3577.8 
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square kilometres. However, within the metropolis, which 

houses most of the informal settlements, the density soars to 

12000 persons per square kilometre. The Lagos metropolis 

comprises 16 out of the 20 local government areas of Lagos 

State. Despite being Nigeria's smallest state in terms of land 

area, it is the most populous. Lagos' environment is 

characterized as coastal, featuring wetlands, sandy barrier 

islands, and beaches. Water is the most significant 

topographical feature in Lagos State. The Lagos State 

government have several ministries, departments and agencies 

under the control of the Governor of the State. One such is the 

Staff Housing Board under the supervision of the Lagos State 

Head of Service Office. 

The Staff Housing Board was established in 1976 primarily 

to cater for the ever-increasing demand for government Staff 

quarters by providing decent and affordable housing units to 

Public Servants. It also provides soft loans to enable members 

of staff to buy land towards building their houses and /or 

refurbish their existing houses. The Board monitors, maintains, 

updates record and enforces rules and regulations guiding the 

occupation and vacation of government staff quarters. 

4. METHODS

The data used in this manuscript study are part of a larger 

research work on the outcomes of a public sector employee 

housing scheme in Lagos State, Nigeria. The research design 

used was a cross-sectional survey. They are 48 Lagos State 

Staff Housing Board-managed estates/locations in Agge, 

Ifako-Ijaiye, Oshodi–Isolo, Amowo-Odofin, Ikeja, Ikorodu, 

Mainland, Island, Surulere, Kosofe and Badagry Local 

Government Areas. A total of 1148 dwelling units were 

identified in these housing estates/locations. Six of the 11 local 

governments area identified were selected using a cluster 

sampling technique. The housing estates of the following local 

government districts- Agege, Ifako-Ijaiye, Oshodi-Isolo, 

Amowo-Odofin, Ikeja, and Ikorodu were selected for 

investigation because they have a large number of residents 

and a high concentration of governmental workers. The 

housing estates in these locations have 688 housing units 

representing about 60% of the housing units provided in the 

48 Lagos State Staff Housing Board-managed housing 

estates/locations. Given this number of housing units, a census 

sampling technique was used in selecting all the dwelling units 

to constitute the sample size for this research. 

The research population consists of household heads in the 

688 housing units of the 9 housing estates selected for 

investigation. The principal data collection instrument used 

was a structured questionnaire designed by the researchers 

based on the findings from the literature review. Although the 

questionnaire used in the bigger research project had questions 

structured into five parts, the data presented in this manuscript 

were derived from Parts A and D of the instrument. Part D of 

the questionnaire was used to elicit from the residents their 

satisfaction with the neighbourhood physical environments of 

the eleven housing estates sampled. Based on the literature 

review, questions were framed around the residents’ 

satisfaction with 31 neighbourhood physical environment 

attributes. The research participants were asked to rate their 

level of satisfaction with each attribute using a 5-point Likert 

scale, ranging from ‘1’ for Very Dissatisfied, to ‘5’ for Very 

Satisfied. The questionnaire instrument was pre-tested in a 

non-selected staff housing estate and the reliability of the scale 

of measurement was investigated using the Cronbach alpha 

reliability test, which returned 0. 927 for the 31 items 

investigated.  

The main survey was conducted between September 2020 

and March 2021in the study area. This involved giving each 

household head or their adult representatives in the housing 

units a copy of the questionnaire to fill out by hand during 

work days and at weekends. As noted earlier all the housing 

units in the 9 housing estates were given a copy of the 

questionnaire. A total of 688 copies of the questionnaire were 

administered out of which 500 copies were retrieved (see 

Table 1) This represents a response rate of about 73%.  

The data was subjected to descriptive analysis using 

frequencies, percentages mean satisfaction scores and mean 

score ranking. These were used to answer the research 

question 1. To answer research question 2, factor analysis (i.e., 

Principal Component Analysis, PCA) was used to analyze the 

data. The choice of PCA was informed by the large number of 

interconnected variables and the need to uncover the 

underlying dimensions of the residents’ understanding of 

satisfaction with the neighbourhood physical environments of 

their housing estates. Before executing the PCA, there was a 

need to determine whether the dataset was appropriate for this 

type of analysis. This was done using the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 

(KMO) Measure of Sampling Adequacy. The KMO test 

produced a score of 0.93 (more than the recommended 0.6), 

and Bartlett's Test of Sphericity of 0.000. These results 

confirmed the dataset can be subjected to factor analysis. In 

the PCA, the Varimax Rotation technique with Kaiser 

Normalization was utilized in the extraction factors. Previous 

studies of this nature had adopted this approach [61-64]. 

Table 1. Estates investigated 

Local 

Government 

Housing 

Estates 

/Location 

Total 

Number of 

Units 

Retrieved 

1 Ifako-Ijaiye Ogba Phase 2 280 258 

2 Ikeja 
Hos Staff 

Quarters 
94 32 

3 Ifako-Ijaiye 
Ijaiye Medium 

Housing 
26 23 

4 Ifako-Ijaiye 
Lsdpc Estate 

Ojokoro 
18 16 

5 
Oshodi –

Isolo 

General 

Hospital, Isolo 

quarters 

14 5 

6 
Amuwo 

Odofin 

Amuwo Odofin 

Low Cost 
94 68 

7 Ikorodu 

Tos Benson 

Estate, Owutu, 

Ikorodu 

98 59 

8 Ifako-Ijaiye 
Millenium 

Estate 
40 20 

9 Agege 
Ijaiye Low-Cost 

Pen Cinema 
24 19 

Total 688 500 

5. RESULTS

5.1 Residents’ satisfaction with neighbourhood physical 

environments of the housing estates 

The research used thirty-one questions to examine the 

neighbourhood physical environments of the housing estates 
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sampled. The mean satisfaction scores (MSS) for these items 

varied between 3.12 and 3.96. (Table 2). Based on these, it can 

be deduced that the residents were generally satisfied with all 

31 attributes of the neighbourhood physical environments of 

the housing estates. Furthermore, the results in Table 2 

indicate that the proximity of the housing units to the place of 

worship (MSS=3.96), the housing estate's location within the 

city (MSS=3.89), and the proximity of the housing unit to the 

closest market (MSS=3.85) were the top three attributes of the 

neighbourhood physical environment of the estates the 

residents were most satisfied with. However, they were least 

satisfied with, the quality of stormwater drainage facilities in 

the estates, the proximity of their dwelling units to the closest 

fire station, and the signage and street furniture in the estates. 

As shown in Table 2, each of these attributes had a mean 

satisfaction score of 3.12. A summary of the residents' general 

satisfaction with each of the 31 attributes of the 

neighbourhood's physical environment (Figure 1) shows that 

while the highest proportion (44.6%) of those sampled 

expressed satisfaction with the neighbourhood's physical 

environment, around 25.4% of them did not respond to the 

question on this, about 27.6% were not sure of this, while 

around 2.4% were dissatisfied with this. The results suggest 

that the number of residents who are satisfied with the 

neighbourhood physical environments of the housing estates 

is more than those who are dissatisfied with this. 

 

Table 2. Descriptive statistics of residents’ satisfaction with the neighbour physical environment 

 
NPE 1 2 3 4 5 NR N MSS MSR 

The closeness of your 

housing unit to your place of 

worship 

9(1.8) 25(5.0) 63(12.6) 261(52.2) 121(24.2) 21(4.2) 479 3.96 1st 

Location of housing estate in 

the city 
9(1.8) 38(7.6) 87(17.4) 210(42.0) 136(27.2) 20(4.0) 480 3.89 2nd 

The closeness of your 

housing unit to the nearest 

market 

10(2.0) 35(7.0) 75(15.0) 258(51.6) 104(20.8) 18(3.6) 482 3.85 3rd 

The closeness of your 

housing unit to your 

gas/petrol station 

7(1.4) 36(7.2) 77(15.4) 278(55.6) 82(16.4) 20(4.0) 480 3.82 4th 

The closeness of your 

housing unit to your banking 

facilities /services 

15(3.0) 52(10.4) 60(12.0) 238(47.6) 114(22.8) 21(4.2) 479 3.80 5th 

Location of parking spaces 

in the estate 
22(4.4) 39(7.8) 66(13.2) 242(48.4) 103(20.6) 28(5.6) 472 3.77 6th 

Access to public transport 

services from the estate 
15(3.0) 38(7.6) 104(20.8) 218(43.6) 103(20.6) 22(4.4) 478 3.74 7th 

Closeness of your housing 

unit to the nearest Police 

post 

20(4.0) 49(9.8) 80(16.0) 229(45.8) 99(19.8) 23(4.6) 477 3.71 8th 

The closeness of your 

housing unit to hair barbing/ 

dressing saloons 

12(2.4) 44(8.8) 89(17.8) 263(52.6) 70(14.0) 22(4.4) 478 3.70 9th 

Number of buildings in the 

estate 
17(3.4) 31(6.2) 98(19.6) 267(53.4) 64(12.8) 23(4.6) 477 3.69 10th 

The closeness of your 

housing unit to auto-

mechanic workshops 

13(2.6) 42(8.4) 119(23.8) 216(43.2) 91(18.2) 19(3.8) 481 3.69 10th 

Closeness of your housing 

unit to the nearest healthcare 

facilities 

14(2.8) 63(12.6) 81(16.2) 226(45.2) 96(19.2) 20(4.2) 480 3.68 11th 

The closeness of your 

housing unit to drinking 

joints/eateries 

18(3.6) 57(11.4) 105(21.0) 212(42.4) 79(15.8) 29(5.8) 471 3.59 12th 

The closeness of your 

housing unit to your friends 

and loved ones 

14(2.8) 62(12.4) 98(19.6) 243(48.6) 61(12.2) 22(4.4) 478 3.58 13th 

The closeness of your 

housing unit to Children’s 

school 

17(3.4) 71(14.2) 92(18.4) 218(43.6) 79(15.8) 23(4.6) 477 3.57 14th 

The closeness of your 

housing unit to shopping 

facilities 

9(1.8) 91(18.2) 72)14.4) 247(49.4) 63(12.6) 18(3.6) 482 3.55 15th 

The closeness of your 

housing unit to your place of 

work /business 

20(4.0) 76(15.2) 79(15.8) 231(46.2) 73(14.6) 21(4.2) 479 3.54 16th 

Access to Children’s play 

area within the estate 
19(3.8) 62(12.4) 108(21.6) 224(44.8) 67(13.4) 20(4.0) 480 3.54 16th 

Open space to dry washed 

clothes 
21(4.2) 78(15.6) 87(17.4) 234(46.8) 57(11.4) 23(4.6) 477 3.48 17th 

Connectivity between 

different parts of the estate 
16(3.2) 56(11.2) 148(29.6) 196(39.2) 59(11.8) 25(5.0) 475 3.48 17th 
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NPE 1 2 3 4 5 NR N MSS MSR 

The closeness of your 

housing unit to business 

centres / cyber cafes 

18(3.6) 91(18.2) 73(14.6) 235(47.0) 58(11.6) 25(5.0) 475 3.47 18th 

Quality of 

telecommunication services 

within the estate 

26(5.2) 61(12.2) 164(32.8) 162(32.4) 60(12.0) 23(4.6) 477 3.43 19th 

Number of entrances/ exit 

gates in the estate 
37(7.4) 82(16.4) 90(18.0) 196(39.2) 72(!4.4) 23(4.6) 477 3.39 20th 

The closeness of your 

housing unit to recreational 

/sport facilities 

33(6.6) 91(18.2) 107(21.4) 181(36.2) 66(13.2) 22(4.4) 478 3.33 21st 

Pedestrian walkways in the 

estate 
44(8.8) 71(14.2) 112(22.4) 179(35.8) 64(12.8) 30(6.0) 470 3.31 22nd 

Quantity of green areas and 

open spaces in the estate 
35(7.0) 87(17.4) 117(23.4) 173(34.6) 60(12.0) 28(5.6) 472 3.29 23rd 

External lighting in the 

estate 
46(9.2) 92(18.4) 88(17.6) 181(36.2) 65(13.0) 28(5.6) 472 3.27 24th 

The closeness of your 

housing unit to your public 

library 

37(7.4) 85(17.0) 159(31.8) 142(28.4) 53(10.6) 24(4.8) 476 3.19 25th 

Signage and street furniture 

in the estate 
22(4.4) 101(20.2) 169(33.8) 137(27.4) 32(6.4) 39(7.8) 461 3.12 26th 

Quality of stormwater 

drainage services in the 

estate 

68(13.6) 55(11.0) 148(29.6) 154(30.8) 47(9.4) 28(5.6) 472 3.12 26th 

The closeness of your 

housing unit to the nearest 

fire service station 

48(9.6) 118(23.6) 103(20.6) 139(27.8) 66(13.2) 26(5.2) 474 3.12 26th 

1= Very dissatisfied 2= Dissatisfied, 3= Not Sure, 4=satisfied, 5= Very satisfied, NR = No Response; N (%), NPE= Neighbourhood Physical Environment; 

MSS=Mean Satisfaction Score; MSR= Mean Score Ranking 

 

 
 

Figure 1. Residents’ overall satisfaction with neighbourhood 

physical environment 

 

5.2 Dimensions of residents satisfaction with 

neighbourhood physical environments of the housing 

estates 

 

Table 3 displays the six factors, the cumulative percentage 

accounted for and the proportion of variance each factor 

contributed as extracted from the PCA. The results show that 

the six components (dimensions) accounted for about 58.68% 

of the variation in the 31 variables investigated. According to 

Table 3 the extracted components had an Eigenvalue of over 

one (e>1) and were significantly correlated. The six 

components extracted present the dimensions the residents of 

the housing estates understood, assessed and interpreted their 

satisfaction level with the neighbourhood physical 

environments of the housing estates sampled. 

Furthermore, Table 3 shows the suggested names and factor 

loadings for each of the six components extracted from the 

PCA. The first component /dimension which is the closeness 

of housing units to neighbourhood facilities and access to 

parking spaces and public transport services, accounted for 

around 14.61% of the variance in all the 31 attributes 

investigated and has 8 factors loaded on it. The second 

dimension is the number of entrances, the number of green 

areas and open spaces, drainage facilities, external lighting 

and access to the Children’s play area. This dimension which 

accounted for around 11.84% of the variance in all the 

variables investigated has six factors loaded on it. The third 

dimension is the closeness of housing units to businesses and 

Children’s schools, which accounted for around 11.81% of the 

variance in the variables and had five factors loaded on it. The 

fourth dimension is the Closeness of housing units to public 

libraries, fire stations and recreational/sports facilities, which 

accounted for around 7.90% of the variance in the variables 

and has three factors loaded on it. The fifth dimension is the 

open spaces for dry-washed clothes, which accounted for 

around 6.96% of the variance in the variables and had one item 

loaded on it. The sixth dimension is the location of a housing 

estate in the city and the number of buildings in the estate, 

which accounted for around 5.55% of the variance in the 

variables and had two items loaded on it. However, the six 

dimensions or components that were found are thought to be 

the most significant ways that the residents assessed how 

satisfied they were with the actual neighbourhood setting of 

their apartments in the estates. 
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Table 3. Suggested names and factor loadings for six dimensions residents’ satisfaction with neighbourhood physical 

environment 

 

 
Factor 

Loading 
Eigenvalue 

% of 

Variance 
Cum % 

Dimension 1: Closeness of housing units to neighbourhood facilities and 

access to parking spaces and public transport services 
 10.622 14.612 14.612 

Closeness of your housing unit to your banking facilities /services .723    

Closeness of your housing unit to your place of worship .722    

The closeness of your housing unit to the nearest market .698    

Closeness of your housing unit to your gas/petrol station .655    

Closeness of your housing unit to auto-mechanic workshops .601    

Closeness of your housing unit to the nearest Police post .533    

Location of parking spaces in the estate .521    

Access to public transport services from the estate .508    

Dimension 2: Number of entrances, quantity of green areas and open 

spaces, drainage facilities, external lighting and access to Children’s 

play area 

 2.295 11.843 26.456 

External lighting in the estate .757    

Number of entrances/ exit gates in the estate .700    

Quantity of green areas and open spaces in the estate .603    

Access to Children’s play area within the estate .567    

Connectivity between different parts of the estate .541    

Quality of stormwater drainage facilities in the estate .538    

Dimension 3: Closeness of housing units to businesses and Children’s 

school 
 1.709 11.808 38.264 

Closeness of your housing unit to hair barbing/ dressing saloons .755    

Closeness of your housing unit to shopping facilities .749    

Closeness of your housing unit to drinking joints/eateries .701    

Closeness of your housing unit to business centres/cyber cafes .642    

Closeness of your housing unit to Children’s school .518    

Dimension 4: Closeness of housing units to public library, fire service 

station and recreational/sports facilities 
 1.339 7.904 46.168 

Closeness of your housing unit to your public library .699    

Closeness of your housing unit to the nearest fire service station .646    

Closeness of your housing unit to recreational /sports facilities .543    

Dimension 5: Open spaces to dry washed clothes  1.204 6.960 53.129 

Open space to dry washed clothes .673    

Dimension 6: Location of a housing estate in the city and number of 

buildings in the estate 
 1.021 5.548 58.677 

Location of housing estate in the city .708    

Number of buildings in the estates .694    
Variance accounted for 58.68%  

 

 

6. DISCUSSION 

 

This study aimed to examine residents’ satisfaction with the 

neighbourhood physical environments of government Staff 

housing estates in Lagos State, Nigeria. The findings of this 

research have brought to bear two key issues for further 

discussion. The first finding revealed that the residents were 

most satisfied with the closeness of their housing unit to their 

place of worship; the location of housing estate in the city and 

the closeness of their housing unit to the nearest market and 

least satisfied with, the quality of stormwater drainage 

facilities in the estates, the proximity of their dwelling units to 

the closest fire station, and signage and street furniture in the 

estates. These findings are consistent with that of Du et al. [32] 

indicating that these features influence satisfaction with 

residential neighbourhood environments. Given the disparity 

in the levels of satisfaction with these features, it can be 

deduced that adequate consideration was given to the first 

three aspects, while little or no consideration was given to the 

last three features in the design, planning and management of 

these estates. 

Further, it was also found that many of the residents 

sampled expressed satisfaction with neighbourhood physical 

environment of the estates. Notably, this supports earlier 

studies by Ukoha and Beamish [50], which showed that 

residents of housing estates built by the government for their 

workers in the Federal Capital Territory (FCT) of Abuja, 

Nigeria, were satisfied with the neighbourhood infrastructures, 

and by Ibem and Aduwo [54], who reported that the majority 

of residents of government housing constructed in Ogun State, 

Nigeria, between 2003 and 2009 were also happy with the 

neighbourhood's amenities and services in those housing 

estates. The findings also align with research by Mohit and 

Azim [53], which reported that residents of government 

housing in Hulhumale, Maldives, expressed high levels of 

satisfaction with public facilities, and by Clement and Kayode 

[52], who found that residents of public housing in Ondo State, 

southwest Nigeria, were also satisfied with the proximity of 

their units to places of worship and other neighbourhood 

facilities. However, the findings contract evidence in Lagos 

State, Nigeria, where it was reported that residents in low-cost 

public housing estates were least satisfied with the availability 

of pedestrian walkways, the number of green spaces and open 

areas, external lighting, the estates' proximity to the public 

library and fire station, the availability of signage and street 

furniture, and the standard of stormwater drainage facilities in 
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the housing estates [51]. This means that when it came to the 

location and planning of the housing estates/locations 

considered, factors like the number of green spaces and open 

areas within the estate, external lighting within the estate, the 

proximity of your housing unit to the public library, signage 

and street furniture within the estate, the quality of stormwater 

drainage services within the estates, and the proximity of 

housing units to the closest fire service station were not given 

priority attention in the design, planning and construction of 

the low-cost public housing estates in Lagos State, Nigeria. 

The second is on the dimensions of residents’ satisfaction 

with neighbourhood physical environments in the government 

staff housing estates. The results of the PCA revealed that the 

residents understood satisfaction with the neighbourhood 

physical environments of the housing estates in six main 

dimensions. These are 1) the closeness of their housing units 

to neighbourhood facilities and access to parking spaces and 

public transport services 2) the number of entrances, quantity 

of green areas and open spaces, drainage facilities, external 

lighting and access to children’s play area 3) closeness of their 

housing units to businesses and Children’s schools 4) 

closeness of their housing units to public library, fire station 

and recreational/sport facilities 5) open spaces to dry washed 

clothes, and 6) the location of housing estates in the city and 

number of buildings in the estates.  

Notably, these six dimensions represent the most significant 

attributes of the neighbourhood physical environments of the 

housing estates that affect their satisfaction with the 

neighbourhood physical environments in the government Staff 

housing scheme. This implies that the occupants of these 

housing estates sampled viewed the closeness of their dwelling 

units to neighbourhood facilities, parking spaces and public 

transport services as the physical attribute of the 

neighbourhood environment with the most significant 

influence on their satisfaction with this particular component 

of their housing situation in those estates. Therefore, residents 

of such schemes are more likely to be satisfied with 

neighbourhood physical environments if their housing units 

are close to neighbourhood facilities, parking spaces and 

public transport services. This result is understandable because 

the appropriate location of housing estates close to 

neighbourhood facilities and access to public transport 

services is a prerequisite for gaining access to key urban 

infrastructure and other social amenities required for a decent 

living environment. 

 

 

7. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

This study investigated residents’ satisfaction with the 

neighbourhood physical environment of government staff 

housing estates in Lagos State, Nigeria. Based on the findings, 

two key conclusions have been put forward. The first 

conclusion is that the highest proportion of the residents 

sampled were satisfied with the neighbourhood physical 

environment of government staff housing estates in Lagos 

State, Nigeria. The second conclusion is that residents of 

government staff housing estates in Lagos State, Nigeria, 

understood satisfaction with the neighbourhood physical 

environment of housing estates in six main dimensions: 1) 

closeness of their housing units to neighbourhood facilities 

and access to parking spaces and public transport services 2) 

the number of entrances, the number of green areas and open 

spaces, and drainage facilities, external lighting and access to 

children’s play area 3) closeness of their housing units to 

businesses and Children’s schools 4) closeness of their 

housing units to the public library, fire station and 

recreational/sport facilities 5) open spaces to dry washed 

clothes, and 6) the location of housing estates in the city and 

number of buildings in the estates.  

The findings of this study have some noteworthy 

implications. First is that the study implies the neighbourhood 

physical environments of the estates meet the needs, 

expectations and aspirations of around 45% of the 500 

residents who took part in the survey. This means that about 

55% per cent were not satisfied with this component of the 

housing environment in the estates. Therefore, architects, 

planners, builders, engineers and government officials 

involved in government staff housing estates design, planning 

and management need to pay more attention to aspects of 

neighbourhood physical environments of the estates with 

relatively low mean satisfaction scores as found in this 

research (see Table 2).  

Second, the study implies that the six main dimensions of 

the residents' understanding of satisfaction with the 

neighbourhood physical environment of government staff 

housing estates are the aspects with the most significant 

influence on their satisfaction neighbourhood physical 

environment. This also implies that research involved in 

exploring residents’ satisfaction with the physical 

environment of public housing estates should focus on these 

dimensions for valid and reliable results. In addition, public 

mass housing developers should pay specific attention to these 

dimensions in enhancing residents’ satisfaction with 

neighbourhood physical environments of such housing 

schemes in Nigeria  

Finally, the current research is focused on 9 of the 48 

government staff housing estates in Lagos State, Nigeria, 

leaving out other estates within and outside Lagos State. This 

implies that the findings cannot be generalized for all the 

government staff housing estates in Lagos State and other parts 

of Nigeria. Given this, it is recommended that future research 

should be carried out in other government staff housing estates 

in Lagos State and other parts of Nigeria for comprehensive 

results on this subject. 
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