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[Abstract] The construction of urban railway transporta—
tion will bring changes to the nearby land and housing and then
form premium effect with differences in different constructing en—
vironment. Taking 3587 housing sales nearby three railway tran—

sits for example this essay sets up Hedonic Price Models to

compare the variations in effecting scale and intensity by the pre—
miums effect and then explores the influencing laws on premi—
ums effect by regional development conditions. The results show
that the local arterial road grid contributes to the variance of in—
fluence area and in the areas where urban transportation facili—
ties and public service facilities are less — developed the premi—
ums effect tends to be more outstanding.

[Key words ]

regional development conditions; rail

transportation; premium effect; Wuhan
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