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Abstract: Treatment of soil, groundwater and surface water pollution was usually costly, while it created a lot of direct and
indirect benefits simultaneously, which should be considered in remediation decision and environmental damage assessment. In this
paper, definition, purpose and methods about cost—benefit analysis (CBA) of environmental remediation was reviewed and the process of
the CBA of environmental remediation was explained with a specific case. Cost of remediation was estimated according to the cost
guideline, cost estimation models/software, similar cases and quoted price provided by contractors. Benefit of remediation was evaluated
by use of hedonic price method and calculated on the basis of people’ s willingness to pay for the environment. The results from case
study showed that the benefits of environmental remediation were diverse and their beneficiaries were not sole. With regard to the major
decisions on environmental remediation, government intervention and cooperation among stakeholders were essential, and economic
viability should be comprehensively evaluated. In environmental damage assessment, multi-party coordination mechanism was also
crucial to scientifically and reasonably assess the cost and benefit of the remediation plan and determine the amount of compensation
accordingly.

Keywords: Environment Damage; Assessment; Remediation Plan; Cost—benefit Analysis
CLC number: X196

BEETR IR AT AR e, KRR TIRT  AEUSERIERSEHR B A — T N
Tl Al S0 T SR, SR Al B N

1 INMEIEEH 35
TP T KR | AEEIORE B A . 4R R RAR I
(BESRIA G ) SR ML, BT FRAER 53 BT BRI — RS R 2
EEU . S T T A ATIERERE ik, Rl it Bk HERIH
T RETEY L, WA T AR, B PRI ORIEAS I A (A — iy
A A R LR R s e s gy S R RMRDRIORTR, AR SHE R IR
MBI, MRS R e ST R AR SRR
WimEE: 2016-10-20
EEE M. & (1985-) , 2, {1, BYERRESEOL. B0 ). 3 S IR BRI S E TG 51 .




£Fi630] BPE A PR ITAG PSR T SR B0 B AGE T 17

WA S AR (1) 2 18 5 PRI Pl o5 1) 4 i 2
o IEBE ARG NI 4%, B
FIRCER AT . Doty . IR KBRS, .
MBS RGN, HrpoxH e . by Fgk
FHAKHEZS (R 52 2 ] DAGE A2 58 TR AR, X ek
PRI AR5 R e 52 0 DUT A LS ) 0% o ofefir i, 3
B IS S MK 85 ol L R R A
HEA G T, W RIS A
WrAE B 5 = I E A3 0 . (RIS a R AE T 5K
25, FROE FE FEIPREE A IR AN AN, A AE R 1kt
5 S5 N T SN (1 S e 92 3 VAN 1
Bl Dy M (. G INBECEF o Thlanfeldt et al "'
SR, TERZHEOUT, o Yot B s gL
Yt Ae i AR, OB S P A& 3 s |
B AIEIN, %25HE .. Lavee et al “ZE Y
15 Y AR AT AR R I, R R Tl b O
A B3 M A b 38 A T BB SCVE SR T TR R
i, PR TR A R b ™ R 2 LU Tl FH b A A
W E 1 375.80 71 Ji/a.

RGBS 1 BUAS I 5 53 B B R A 52 1) 1l
AR B AN o AR5 AN e 7 ks, 19
FURARURE oo AR UL,

==

[#szmrsmins| [

\_l_l

Bl FEBENAMESTRE

2 AT AEFRIMREIEE IR AR5

HEORUL, PR KR B RS R
Flo M EEMGE S TR, i1SEER g
5, MY H AR LT AET, A2 )5 sl g
52 SRIM, B AEAETE B as LA (5 ) EE
HERUN, R, B HE X Y 1Ak
AR/, IR TR 3412.964 Tt IE R

P, WYL, BEERGRIRT A, 2205
e k= 30 1™ RNTERE AR &
AT, T 2BUN . LA
& ITRRSE, A HERARERGIHTS
P raEL, HESE b, IR R AT
SR ARG mkes, IEESREA G, EikkE
SCMMERE . KRS | ARG R s
FIRWCER S5, AR B ARG . AR K Y
ZURA, XA TS Y i B
R % a] LA E BRI R L. 2004 4F0efs 2=
67 % B o5 AR TS e i B, 52 150 kmfY
T, RZAERY], T5Y SR I SR g
& A S, WoburnfllMassachusetts /4~ #3 3%
& I Mo A6 52 1) 3 i 43 ) R 4.9542 S H18.3942 0
(1992) , m T 2™, Kk, xF
RILG GG X B NA R = IR B S TR, 5
SEHUMN T, BN M S RS A 1AL A
N, AN A AT I R, T H 25
B2 TR A

AN, T Az A AT KRR e
7%, CRATE LRI R K PR A S 1
&, PUE VAL B TR TTE Y 1B S A Y (]
I, o2 A S nT R Rk i as . ANTIAS
PRI F AL LSS

3 MAHAITIMEIEE IR ARE ST

3.1 IMEEEMEAE

PAVS Y AE S M), A S0 AR 0
WAETE . PTG SRR . R TR
HRAL R R 45
3.1 Msdsd (BABELCh s B A
ST ANGR IR ) “h g s e dg g 9k A
FEG A TG S . B R R L B R
WEBATIE . R . R I AL E T
. BREETRERRA . USRI A
WSS, B 32, WA, BirdE
P (BRATshist i REE 1T sh)G a1 4E
O&MZEH ) , VAREM T . (arfrewtss
(1 % FAAS S TF A FC 46 R ) TR T AT A T



18

IR R

B2k

FEB B HUAN [ S F Tt A B AR RN O i, 4
FEOWE RN TN, fhTH&I T3 752
] Qb TAER AL SR ; GOV E TE
AN, OBUE T ; O,

3.1.2 R AMEEAER /A EEFEE . HHE
REVATT . 2 ] [ B R A s TR TS Y s s 5 28
55, JFR T RETG b AR AR, P
AFHESE, W5 R R B . LRI T 2R
SRHIE . SR | Ty s AR, BRI A B
AT L, G A E 1 2 E R
HEATAME, X 2RI AG . RACERSE — M0
FTSHEM BN RS, & T 100242
B, BEHEARUSERER, P mACH T RS
%0, RACERBIHUA[A] A b B EE , #E4T 9% FAR
S, DT 4R B d5 28 U5 A AR A T 7 %8 o Tank
RACERJERACERA— R, 32280 T~ i ik

W S B A . Success i 35 8 27 A W T
KW, i TRACERE YL, {HSuccess 1T H
PEBERIIFRE AR 2%, B
FEMPRRRAL, Fe TN SRR s Y
Bom e e o HazRiskJe: f ST TRE AT
FER—A T RGE, RER TN 2 ALY
HERAYE . SmartSamplingJe: 32 [E GE IR TR & B9 —F
T XU s, A R b TR R R i
A, AR A2 P, X Ry i XU
PATER, BRI MIAR SR = T BTV
313 EmMIBEZE  KIERLM TRELE, R
B TR AR TR 48 52 R A BB 37 b 9 18 52
AL, WEEMERE AT . ARIBEHOR
AT 22 FAR K, ARPHREE XA FIEE H
RAG & A5 Y 4 e/ R K A9 BAR AT T 4
it WKL,

F1 BEEARRAR

— TIEBE A *

Joht Joh JC/ Joh e JTl
P EHA 100 ~ 500 70 ~ 340 / 70 ~ 340 ¥ 70 ~ 500
b 400 ~ 3 000 70 ~ 520 / 70 ~ 520 / 70 ~ 3 000
THEZE AR / / 140 ~ 350 / / 140 ~ 350
bR 2L 300 ~ 3 000 >520 400 ~ 900 520 ~ 1030 / 300 ~ 3 000
Yxgte / / 800 ~ 1 500 170 ~ 520 Y ¥ 170 ~ 1 500
fa=sS Ty / / / / Y ¥ /
IR / >520 800 ~ 1 400 520~1030  ¥¥ (¥¥+) 520~1400
- 80 ~ 210 <520 100 ~ 650 70 ~ 520 / 70 ~ 650
HBiEE / / 150 ~ 380 / ¥YYY 150 ~ 380
124 / / / / ¥ /
=E2) / / / / / /
FHLFR R 52 / / / / / /
EIE TR Sl SCHR[B) SCHRI9] SCHR[10] SCHER11] SCHik[12] At

V¥ =MUNAS, ¥¥ AR, ¥Y PRI, ¥ Y ¥ R, B ORISR P AR I fe M B d R A

MEIA I, XFFgemE, EiAaeit.
P IR B A B, AR e T
ARAE B A TE300~3 0007T/2 7], Hkb 3R i
ATETO ~ 3 000002 0] 5 Beigfh . HHEVEIREE
ERB A S T, SIS A8 S HOR 1 A TE

170~1 50070 /12 0], 4 48 ¥ & 0 R 1 i A 78
520~1 4007c/z i) L HEWRPE . MEYIE R N B)
B FR AR, T BETET0~65000/tZ
[\, FEYMESR BRI BATETO~50006/4Z [



£Fi630] BPE A PR ITAG PSR T SR B0 B AGE T 19

I FE R L A A JE R T R s Y i
1B5, RZWFEE WA AR ik, X
P15 Yl G E A HE T T Geit- Mo, 20
IR B B Y A S A 2. 35 Ab B T EA T
fli 5, 138054 b P ST I B S R R R
LOUZLTT ;s i B s (1] Ak B b /K it T~ 7K
()37 3 1 - 2946 2 3% FH 7 085.37 5 G, W TR
PRI SR N R S b R 2R 6 87907
TC~3AMEITEANEE, Pl <3 439.577 ¢,
9%>3. 44770, M3 3 E AR E AL, R
M H 52 2 H29°h85.99 71 T,

3.2 HEBEMYHE

AT R T K SRR TR A [ A
., PRSI IRE 24 T
FEARTETT G L7285 v b O AR (AL, 3R
IR T o TESRBRR B R R R R il A
2550 0] LRI 3k 6 e SR B R 5 i
Db A BRAR Z B EARSE, NPy A B
e (B RECE . IrEfi s . A0y ) L AREE T
(ANfgeit, JLIEEMpETE ) | FEEE
(AP, JHEE SR ) |, BRNE
Ml K BN & B T X SR S A
MEIRA . T IREE R AN TS ) 5 2 1 o —
AEEEME, Fit, AR5 E NS BT
B RENE BT A N B PR 5 S A 1 2
Fo TR, 5 AR SRR D = s
I—NEERZE, By~ mssehbs Fs 175
Yl e . B T B A E R M E

IR G i, KH= h A
YERZERETE . 48 BRI @R s g F
FHMNELSE ) s = T A i Bdis , i [l 4y
Mr, AT EIREEME (A5 dgih ) XFF 55
FEMAE R AN TRk, A ENE BRI bR
O S 7 N R 7 o G A R = <X V2
WF, b= A MR AS sl T 220 . ARAE s = Ay
A AR I DA 3] 11 15 05 Y A b AN ) B 5 Ak 14 o
FEUTAR AR, FZIE B4 B st = 1 E X A
AT AR 3 B 5 Ye g A [R) B b B S AN 32
R AR TS YA TRl s kb i 18 2 A~

NIATREIR, SR s e g, RS 3
SRS, BSRE S AT AR . X RO
SERETAN NSEPRIGSRA T R, TS
32.1 BHEMBERE ST F 1
HANE LA 5 M= T 3 s, BRSE 56 [ T e
TREMMITY, JUHUR LR 3 B Syl )5
TG, 15U IAETE SN AR B i A0 (8L A B T
SN, Boyle ™ WFFE & B, bR /K A a A B A
T & B R B A5 HE0.0Img/L, F5 7 i 45 N B
0.5%~1%. Howland" W5 T {5 4L X} F Baltimore T.
v IR A, S5 IR, AR IR AR
ZAIG R AN AE [155% . Jackson" " WFFE KW, 79
AR N V5 G 3 b A 8T B2 9 >R 30%
Alberini " %R L Z M FF R DF 5K, i
Z 575 YL 17 S b 5 7= A0 48 T B 439%~56% .
McGrath™ i 58 2B, 2 MEF v] BEA7 4515 Y 3 1
(1) 75 1 7= A 2 R o] BEAE AR TS Y 1K 76% . 15
YL 37 b %o} J 1] 5 b 7 490 A o A7 BH S 199 972 1T 52
M, A RZHEIIESE TIZZ58" ™ —30 i
T AR, RA523%. 33%FM48%H) N5
BIEHEEBE T | fERIEYRR IR 8
kmAY7E BN ™, Farber 58 & BE, M5 47
TEANIE B RE A N2 1.6 km, ] [ Ml ) % 24y 4
2411 JCo Simons et al WFFT K, ZHEST
75 YL 37 L B 55 121 %) P i P A L LE A A
K 14%~16%. Shelem™ W5z 45 RABLFRI, 54
i J] FBL 35 17 A BEAIR T 14% .

3.2.2  BFIEI#ee TG YLl R G b e A (R
SO A B o X AMTIREEAAAE T G, B
BTG YA A BN, T Y s A
o AEPREE XUS KRS A, H &
R ARZBEE OSBRI
W s ORBUB AT IRIRRES f5, XY
kit —A 55k, AR AL, s g ay
2% ] PRl %) 5 ML= (0% P 5 i 2B 078 578 K115 e by
ARG FBAPFR A, Bk gelis Yl
Rl (%) B 3t 7= 0 A A 2 PRSI 51 ANPLEG A FIF
Ra1 0 JEBH B M AR IR BEAS & 5 NPLAT
x, MRS EBIGYA K Farberid B45 %



20 IR R

B2k

FREERKIN, B ARG M TS Gt b ™ ks 1
2N 1,575 00 /km (1993) , HE Ai{5YLRiHY
UM/ N EAAG Y, (RS IR
SRR NG o WS RIA, bR AR S i e A
BT REAN 2 g JE L B = e, (RS R AF
TEMERET, 55 ks T FE5%, it 8 2 )
HEATE, XFPFZm A, ALk 64F L)
G, BT INAS R RES%; A IR AT 24 % Bt
U o, IH B fE o BE 1 kmkb B9 B R BE T
12.49%"™",

[FRE, REAEOCT , B SINTIRE Gt
WEABUWRAER . BEISRICREN KA BT
SR S G SR o S B A B B AL
AL b R S B 104 J5 , o ™= M i
WAL T 22 B B 2K 1 80%L) ™. Kohlhase™ %
W, HYRGMERE S, BT e 4 ]
Fto Dale et al™& B, TE—"HHAMRS &P FR
PRVGE RIS, A FE s A0 A% 1B . MeGrath™
RV, TSR E 5 Dt B s Hik T
1 72000/m*, &L .

323 EHPwW  EIGRGHAFEREE AL, Hri
FEMERT Z 2 R R . BESE R B, 7R+
i, ANERET MGG RN R )G, WA S
TGRS FE W) M B B, B v i (4
i, FEEAMZ RS )R, HEm ks g
F, ORI B ARG AN 1.6 km, 5 HLPE A 4 3 A0
1.3%~1.9%"", Smolen et al "W} 57 K, #5374
FEESREIE N6 km, D5 HL M {EXEIN16%~25%2
[8] . Nelson™F 58 F0H , 55 by 5 I 37 i g g 14
1.6 km, FHr 253806 1406 . Reichert™HF 5%
BRI, FESHLTS Y AR R AT, by R
R 12 k35 T P9 00 D st P A0 A 2 TR, Filt

Hb ) R FE15%, ekt FRES% .

R 2 R =Y Wi O N e/ B 7 N il | )
G ML= A B A 1%, H R B i
(R38N, X PRI IS, 0.53 kmizt 43X i 5 i
M. Zabel et al "HFFE I, 15 Yt xd 5 ™
A 1 = B 0 2 AE 1.6 kil FEI N . Nelson™HF
FEARH, BRI XS AN OS2 £E3.2~4 km DA
N o Smolen et al "N &I, &k R F4Y 5 H i 171
FMTEA2 kmPh N, BB EB, Rk T
J 4.8 kmyG Bl NI 5 J= B L LR LG4 9™, SE
IMREEGIT I, 15Ut R BB B b =5 11
T RIEE 09510 ki A%, 1 44.8 k.,

4 SRSHHEE MAR T ST B

7 11PN AT S 4
(Ta’ as Magen factory ) #GEZIH8E Y Tl X AZE0F
TR Zd i LGS, R 44 n’, T
J s AT IR 1950~ 19974F , B A 7= 2 Tk,
i, Ay R ESE . SR
iR 19974 T ¢k, kT TiE. Wk
BIEA9 0002175 Y 43 LA K 6.4 m™3Z 15 Y T
K, TEEMITEE o A BT A K 2
M, HEREEN T et @ m Bt 1a)
FEAL AR AL GG 0 Ti7 BRSO ] 81 o b = #0419 [l
T4,

ZIH BB E R (i WA+
B SR KMBETRH) Aleriiot, Wk
2. Ho A 2 AN & BB E3%; 1BE 3R
Uk, BRI, 1580%. BRILLASE, B
ALFE LA F) - A B R SA A Ak iy, R
WAERIB I WET 21 71975700, Rk, M
MEEMEARTE, BILHTHN1.841400,



a6 BPE A IR E VA B T R SRR ST 21
x2 MAHERBRE
R gl £H 531 Ll M52 H
T 144.46 Ji oG
25 2.41 Ji76
PHAE A P Ja it T 5 25 Ak 227 777
KRR ZE G 25 306.12 J7JC
N AR A 122.45 Ji 7t
A T Eab 2063.7 it
. T IELRIG 2% T 267.59 JiJt
AEFRAUE S A R s
V5 JK AL B 1.38 /2.7
T 2k H 1719.75 JiJG
Bt 1.84 127t 1.84 127t
Rl X 6 535.05 it
IEEPZIER FEIX 4.82 1470
it 5471276 1.38 1470
LYER T 1375.8 JiJC 729174 Jigt - a”
EIEy € A X G ithy= 11.01 127t
B IX 5 #iy= 371427t
it 20.29 12t 14.45 12t

B ) A . St R AR
NAATTm’, AREE 7 i Xk R ALK, I s
AT FH M 8 A% 8 7R M A 5 & TR A 1)
FARE, AREEE XSS5 50370/m’, Dk XA
¥4 12770/ 545 203% 7 #1455 b 7= (B 20
5474406, WA R1.38447C.

HR i O FHEHE 3k T B, 56 F 8 i = s )
FA 5 =0 B W RN 2w b 3 9 B A 2=
137580 710th, HiE, BUSSEINZ AT 201.74757C,

ZEBIE T TS GH B AT IS Bt ks
PARAE, L B T BRI 1 D ™ s 5 ] HA BE
By M A 3e ) DX AT AU 1 Bt A . T
15 YL BRI 1997~ 19984E & A iy, Bk, T
B[] A 1997~20034F . e 5 b i e (Y 4B T
DX 35 RIS 15 37 b () % R IX, T At R R A
o, e X P A DX ) s b = A0 A 22 AU 5 3
MRS AT G JETBST ISR E, IR T
400 s i 22 AR B iSRS B, 1A
PSRBT Js W™ A BT (B e s fh a3k s i
PERERL, AT T IR FNZS SR Bt = 404

g IR, ABUT X IR X RE X g b e i A
8% 225 o N T TR () 43 AT AS ] BE 29 Ak 11 5%
e, R SR XI5 PR 43, 0~400 miAg ALX I
400~800 mfWBIX, XFAX M A10%, XFBIX
IS K 5% o B X AT B BT B0 T L) B
s R, S2IERRICHEME; AR5,
FEBIX S B 2 T E T LIS %, AR SR
MO T LL10%, SRS ML RA N
14724208, % &, B4 820291008, WT%
Hi B A ) 46 2 2 LU AL AR 1 ARAS A T4, i
S%INTALR, BALE M 14.45/07C,

I H )RR A R 184408, BN EEN
14450270, Hrh B 0 BALEE 27%. N
HoEFI AR, T LT T
o (R, WREABUFFA R TI, T 7]
REANSMGE, oA EHEALES & HN, A ELL
AT .

5 HitREN
BRI, 3. T OKFIZK GG Yh



22 IR R

B2k

HUATE AR, (BB SRR IR E 215 2
YRS, ELib 2ty e Jo] B s ™ (e o] 055 22 b ]
. Ik, JGeRXTTBIEIRFTr, bRt
THFEWAGT, SRR A

EORIREEE A A i 1) % 4 T AR IR —
1, Pitt, 7ESArIREE BB, B
SRETTHIBCE, WIEEUF . k. RAABETTR
S, MBUFBELT T, TS 4% K6 BRI AR
MR A N e Rk,
F B E B SRS R, M 22 5 nl
Frike

PR E PG LR DU I R T (e
Bom) WRTrC, RIS AT RERZ RS- AY
B, ik, PSRRI T
fl PR SRR, ROINERTS Gt BELSAS A S A
B VEN T 5, JEHOR KI5 Je sl
FOKA TR B RAE R . R AU N
R R S s W 25, IR RPIE il AR 47
F, A5 ARSI E PG TR

2 % X uk

[1]Ihlanfeldt K R, Taylor L. O. Externality effects of small-scale hazardous
waste sites: evidence from urban commercial property markets[J].
Journal of Environmental Economics and Management, 2004,
47(1):117-139.
[2]Lavee D. A cost—henefit analysis of relocating a polluting factory[J]. Journal
of Environmental Planning and Management, 2012, 55(7):901-919.
[3]Greenstone M, Gallagher J. Does hazardous waste matter? evidence from
the housing market and the superfund program[J]. The Quarterly Journal
of Economics, 2008, 123(3): 951-1003
[4]Lavee D, Ash T, Baniad G. Cost—benefit analysis of soil remediation in Israeli
industrial zones[J]. Natural Resources Forum, 2012, 36(4):285-299.
[5]Kiel K, Zabel J. Estimating the Economic Benefits of Cleaning Up
Superfund Sites: The Case of Woburn, Massachusetts[J]. The Journal of
Real Estate Finance and Economics, 2001, 22(2):163-184.
[6]JUSEPA. Cost estimating tools and resources for addressing sites under
the brownfields initiative[R]. Washington DC: Office of Research and
Development, USEPA, 1999.
[7JUSEPA. A guide to developing and documenting cost estimates during
the feasibility study[R]. Washington DC: Office of Solid Waste and
Emergency Response, USEPA, 2000.
[SIBIIE DT, 54 8, 175 2%, 45, Wl ol s Yedp i o [ PRIFE15 52 451
BRAHAR ). FREERLE, 2011, 32(3): 784-794.
[V PR, STMLBK, JE A, 45 15 Yt S R 4325 . ] 5 0
P R I]. FREERL2EE ST, 2008, 21(2): 197-202.
[101F B, Ax) AR, A2 2e b, &5 3T Tl is Ye g s 8 5 R it
BRI PG RS A, 2012, 34(8): 69-75.

[11]3RETYR, BEK ], Boifg, 45, 5L TRECEIRY 15 B ek 3
FE RGBT FRET5 U8 5 B5R, 2011, 33(4): 66-71.

(218 . AR & 5 Qe i & S BORTHIE[D]. ILAR: 55
TR PR 5 T BT AR B, 2010.

[13]Rosen S. Hedonic prices and implicit markets: product differentiation in
pure competition[J]. Journal of Political Economy, 1974, 82(1):34-55.
[14]Boyle K J, Kuminoff N V, Zhang C, et al. Does a property—specific
environmental health risk create a “neighborhood” housing price
stigma? Arsenic in private well water[J]. Water Resources Research,

2010, 46(3):1-10.

[15]Howland M. The impact of contamination on the Canton/Southeast
Baltimore land market[J]. Journal of the American Planning
Association, 2000, 66(4):411-420.

[16]Jackson T O. Environmental contamination and industrial real estate
prices[J]. Journal of Real Estate Research, 2002, 23(1-2):179-200.
[17]Alberini A. Determinants and effects on property values of participation
in voluntary cleanup programs: The case of Colorado[J]. Contemporary

Economic Policy, 2007, 25(3):415-432.

[18]McGrath D T. Urban Industrial Land Redevelopment and Contaminated
Risk|J]. Journal of Urban Economics, 2000, 47(3):414-442.

[19]Farber S. Undesirable facilities and property values: a summary of
empirical studies[J]. Ecological Economics, 1998, 24(1):1-14.

[20]Boyle M A, Kiel K. A survey of house price hedonic studies of the
impact of environmental externalities[J]. Journal of Real Estate
Literature, 2001, 9(2):117-144.

[21]Smith V K, Desvousges W H. The value of avoiding a LULU:
Hazardous waste disposal sites[J]. The Review of Economics and
Statistics, 1986, 68(2):293-299.

[22]Simons R A, Bowen W M, Sementelli A J. The price and liquidity
effects of UST leaks from gas stations on adjacent contaminated
property[J]. The Appraisal Journal, 1999, 67(2):186-194.

[23]Shelem I, Lavee D, Becker N. Contamination by the Israeli military
industry and its impact on apartment sale prices in an adjacent Tel—
Aviv neighborhood: A hedonic pricing model study[J]. International
Journal of Urban Sustainable Development, 2011, 3(2):221-231.

[24]Kohlhase J E. The impact of toxic waste sites on housing values[J].
Journal of Urban Economics, 1991, 30(1):1-26.

[25]Michaels R G, Smith V K. Market segmentation and valuing amenities
with hedonic models: the case of hazardous waste sites[]J]. Journal of
Urban Economics, 1990, 28(2):223-242.

[26]McClelland G H, Schulze W D, Hurd B. The effect of risk beliefs on
property values: A case study of a hazardous waste site[J]. Risk
Analysis, 1990, 10(4):485-497.

[27]Mendelsohn R, Hellerstein D, Huguenin M, et al. Measuring hazardous
waste damages with panel models[J]. Journal of Environmental
Economics and Management, 1992, 22(3):259-271.

[28]Hurd B H. Valuing superfund site cleanup: evidence of recovering
stigmatized property values[J]. Appraisal Journal, 2002, 70(4):426—
437.

|29]Zabel J E, Guignet D. A hedonic analysis of the impact of LUST sites
on house prices[J]. Resource and Energy Economics, 2012, 34 (4):549—
564.

[30]Dale L, Murdoch J C, Thayer M A, et al. Do property values rebound
from environmental stigmas? Evidence from Dallas[J]. Land
Economics, 1999, 75(2):311-326.

[31]Smolen G E, Moore G, Conway L V. Economic effects of hazardous
chemical and proposed radioactive waste landfills on surrounding real
estate values[J]. Journal of Real Estate Research, 1992, 7(3):283-296.

[32]Nelson A C, Genereux J, Genereux M. Price Effects of Landfills House
Values [J]. Land Economics, 1992, 68 (68): 359-365.

[33]Reichert A K. Impact of a toxic waste superfund site on property
values[J]. Appraisal Journal, 1997, 65 (10): 381-392.

[34]Isakson H, Ecker M D. The effect of leaking underground storage tanks
on the values of nearby homes[R]. University of Northern lowa, 2010:
1-22.

[35]Zabel J, Guignet D. A hedonic analysis of the impact of LUST sites on
house prices in Frederick, Baltimore, and Baltimore City counties[J].
Pallative Medicine, 2010, 6(2): 105-110.



