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Abstract

Regressivity in property taxation, or the disproportionate overassessment of lower-valued prop-
erties compared to higher-valued ones, results in an unfair taxation burden for Americans living
in poverty. To address regressivity and enhance both the accuracy and fairness of property assess-
ments, we introduce a scalable property valuation model called the K-segment model. Our study
formulates a mathematical framework for the K-segment model, which divides a single model into
K segments and employs submodels for each segment. Smoothing methods are incorporated to
balance and smooth the multiple submodels within the overall model. To assess the fairness of
our proposed model, we introduce two innovative fairness measures for property evaluation and
taxation, focusing on group-level fairness and extreme sales price portions where unfairness typi-
cally arises. Compared to the model employed currently in practice, our study demonstrates that
the K-segment model effectively improves fairness based on the proposed measures. Furthermore,
we investigate the accuracy–fairness trade-off in property assessments and illustrate how the K-
segment model balances high accuracy with fairness for all properties. Our work uncovers the
practical impacts of the K-segment models in addressing regressivity in property taxation, offer-
ing a tangible solution for policymakers and property owners. By implementing this model, we
pave the way for a fairer taxation system, ensuring a more equitable distribution of tax burdens.

1 Introduction

Property assessments are a critical aspect of local government operations, as they determine the value
of a property for tax purposes. These assessments are often used in conjunction with local tax rates to
calculate the amount of property tax each property owner is required to pay, see, e.g., [1]. Therefore,
the accuracy of these assessments is vital to ensure fair taxation.

In some cases, such as in Chicago [2, 3], inaccurate property assessments have been argued to
result in what is termed “regressive taxation.” This occurs when properties at the lower end of the
market are assessed at values higher than their actual worth (often measured by sales price). This
leads to a higher effective tax rate for these properties, disproportionately affecting owners of less
valuable properties. The impact of this regressive taxation can be substantial. For instance, owners of
lower-valued properties might face effective tax rates up to 50% higher than those paid by owners of
higher-valued properties. This disparity exists despite both groups having access to the same amenities
funded by property taxes and being subject to the same statutory property tax rates [4]. This issue of
regressive taxation due to inaccurate property assessments is not unique to Chicago but is a pattern
that is argued to be prevalent throughout the United States. The limitations of the data and assessment
methods used are often cited as reasons for these inaccuracies; see, e.g., [2].

This paper takes the position that regressive taxation and assessment errors are artifacts of the
machine learning algorithms used to assess property values. It investigates how these methods can
be modified to alleviate regressive taxation. Considering the complexity of machine learning pipelines
used in practice and the difficulty of influencing them, the paper focuses on pinpointing minimal
adjustments to current pipelines to achieve this objective.

More precisely, our analysis is based on the 2022 residential reassessment model, hereafter the
original model, of the Cook County Assessor’s Office (CCAO). This model uses the attributes of the
properties and the sales price data collected by the CCAO to assess the values of all the properties in
Cook County. We detail this model and provide evidence for its regressivity in Section 4.
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Regressive taxation is often viewed as unfair. Although fair classification has been a significant
focus of recent research, the concept of fairness in regression models has been less extensively ex-
plored in applied work related to property taxation, which requires novel context-specific notions of
fairness. Our first contribution is to introduce two novel fairness notions to quantify the amount of
unfairness/regressivity created by different assessment models. The first notion adapts existing group
fairness concepts from the literature to our context by examining the ratios between assessed values
and actual property sales values. The second notion, which we call deviation-weighted fairness, empha-
sizes penalizing deviations from a ratio of one. Importantly, it uses weighting functions that impose
heavier penalties on properties with exceptionally low or high values. Intuitively, such weighting func-
tions are particularly relevant in addressing regressive taxation issues, as these issues tend to be more
pronounced in properties with extreme values.

The original model causing regressivity is based on the Light Gradient Boosting Machine (Light-
GBM). Our second contribution involves proposing a simple modification to this model, leading to the
development of our K-segment model. This model divides the data points used by the original model
into K segments, applying the original model independently to each segment. These segments are de-
termined by using the prior year’s assessments as input and partitioning the property set accordingly.
For example, in a 5-segment model (K = 5), the lowest 20% of the properties are grouped into the
first segment, the next 20% into the second, and so on. Intuitively, this approach ensures that the
model is separately trained on properties with inherently similar values, thereby potentially reducing
the extent of regressive taxation within each segment.

However, naively applying this segmentation idea is problematic. This is because, the resulting
assessment model is inherently “discontinuous.” More precisely, properties that are to the left/right
of a cutoff assessment value that defines the segments are assessed using different models. Hence, in
the vicinity of these cutoffs, small changes to assessed property values in preceeding years can result
in large assessment differences in subsequent years.

Our third contribution is to introduce a set of smoothing methods that eliminate such discontinuous
outcomes. These methods use an exponential weighting approach (or variants thereof) to “blend”
segments, so that some properties that belong to one segment in the approach described above are
transferred to other segments (where the likelihood of such transfers decays exponentially for non-
adjacent segments).

Finally, we use our model to produce assessments for Cook County, and demonstrate that compared
to the original model, our K-segment model yields assessments that ensure that lower- (higher-)valued
properties (according to their sales prices) are assessed lower (higher). Thus our approach mitigates
regressivity. We also quantify the improvement using the fairness notions described earlier. Perhaps
more surprisingly, we show that the resulting assessments are also more accurate, and that the R2

of our K-segment model improves over the original model. Thus, in a sense, our method provides a
“Pareto-improvement” on the original model.

All in all, our work provides a concrete recipe for alleviating regressive property taxation by incor-
porating a minimal change to the existing data science pipeline, thus holding the promise of improving
property assessments in practice. More broadly, our work represents a novel contribution to the field of
fair regression in data science and machine learning and has potential implications for fair evaluation
practices beyond the housing market.

Outline. The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 provides two novel measures of fairness for
measuring regressivity. Section 3 formally introduces the K-segment model, along with its smoothing
methods. Section 4 evaluates the K-segment model in terms of smoothness, accuracy, and fairness,
while exploring the trade-off between accuracy and the two fairness measures presented in Section 2.
Section 5 concludes and suggests future directions. Additional results on the unsmoothed model and
other parameter choices for the smoothing method can be found in the appendix.

Related Work. Several theories have been proposed that explain the regressivity of property
value assessments [5, 6, 4]. Much remains unexplained, however; data and machine learning methods
could be instrumental in addressing this issue. The measure of regressivity in assessments primarily
depends on the indicator used. The sales-to-assessment (StA) ratio is the most common indicator.
Nonetheless, other measures can also gauge regressivity. For instance, [7] employed the coefficient of
dispersion, representing the average percentage deviation of assessment ratios from the median ratio.
[3] utilized the price-related differential, calculated as the median assessment ratio for lower-valued
properties divided by the same ratio for higher-valued properties.
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Fairness in machine learning is an active research area.1 A seminal work on fair regression [8]
employed mean constraints in linear regression models to ensure equitable treatment across different
groups, thereby mitigating bias and enhancing fairness. [9] proposed a set of versatile fairness regular-
izers for linear and logistic regression problems, while [10] considered imposing a fairness constraint,
not a regularizer. [11] suggested capturing fairness by minimizing the expected loss of predictions with
real value under conditions of statistical parity or bounded group loss. Meanwhile, [12] proposed a
fairness measurement by worst-case outcomes across groups, using a minimax optimization method.
A myriad of other existing methods include decision trees to ensure disparate impact and treatment
in regression tasks [13, 14], a method for considering multiple sensitive attributes simultaneously [15],
and algorithms learning fair predictors [11]. Other notable methodologies include an automated pro-
cedure addressing fairness in decision-making when sensitive features are involved [16], and a group
fairness enforcement mechanism as a constraint on kernel regression [17]. [18] focused on performance
disparities between subgroups in selective regression, proposing neural network-based algorithms to
mitigate disparities. Several studies have looked into “pairing individuals” in the context of fairness
in regression and ranking models, involving cross-pairs, i.e., pairs of instances from different groups
[9, 19, 20, 21]. This approach is relevant to our group fairness concept, as outlined in Definition 2.1.

Striving for fairness while maintaining accuracy is a two-pronged optimization challenge in decision-
making. [22] proposed a method in which fairness is considered as a constraint on subgroup perfor-
mance within the model, employing Lagrangian relaxation. [23] developed a flexible convex optimiza-
tion framework that tries to balance accuracy and fairness by minimizing the accuracy loss function,
while subjecting it to fairness constraints. [24] introduced a decision boundary covariance constraint,
furthering the effort to harmonize accuracy and fairness. [25] approached fair classification from the
perspective of mismatched hypothesis testing, and [26] introduced reductions to calibrate the trade-off
between accuracy and fairness. Our work uses the concept of Pareto frontier to identify and select the
best fairness solutions, i.e., those that are not dominated by other fairness solutions, without compro-
mising accuracy (see Section 4.6). Further methods for identifying and selecting optimal solutions on
the Pareto frontier have been explored in [27, 28].

2 Preliminaries: Quantification of Fairness

We start by developing a mathematical measure of the extent of regressivity. One common method
of diagnosis involves examining the sales-to-assessment (StA) ratios of properties with varying sales
prices. The StA ratio of a property is determined by dividing its assessed value by its sales price.
Thus, the ideal valuation of the StA ratio is 1.

The StA ratio may not be enough to determine fairness in terms of regressivity. First, the StA ratio
is confined to providing a singular value for each property. This design inherently neglects the need
for a relational or comparative analysis between properties, thereby restricting the ability to evaluate
how assessments are trending in relation to different price levels. Furthermore, different properties
sold at the same price often have varying StA ratios due to factors such as property characteristics and
market conditions. This inconsistency hinders the ability to identify a common indicator for a specific
sales price. Averaging the StA ratios for properties with the same sales price may seem a solution,
but the presence of extreme StA ratios, either significantly higher or lower than the rest, can distort
this average, leading to a misleading representation of that particular price range. Since assessing
regressivity involves understanding the pattern of overestimation or underestimation of properties
across different price ranges, the StA ratio’s limitations in comparing property’ assessments within the
measure, and its failure to represent specific prices, make it an inadequate measure. Therefore, more
comprehensive measures are required to analyze and address regressivity.

To establish a more reliable framework for property valuation, we employ a multifaceted assessment
model, in which various factors collectively determine the property’s valuation. In the model’s evalu-
ation, the dataset consists of m properties with the known sales price x ∈ R+. We define the quantile
for the sales price x as ỹ ∈ Y = [0, 1] := N(x)/m, where N(x) indicates the number of properties whose
sales price is less than or equal to x. For each property, we obtain the predicted property valuation
v ∈ R+ from the model, which allows us to calculate the StA ratio r ∈ R+ = v/x. This information
forms the dataset

D = {(xi, ỹi, vi, ri)}mi=1,

1The discussions have predominantly focused on fair classification.
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extracted from the underlying distribution.
Before we introduce our first fairness notion, we establish the concept of groups. We partition Y

into n groups G1, . . . , Gn, where each group Gl contains ml samples such that m = m1 + . . . + mn.
Each group contains a distinct range of ỹ values. Group 1 encompasses the lowest range, and each
subsequent group represents a progressively higher segment of sales prices, culminating in Group n,
which contains the highest range.

Definition 2.1. [Group Fairness] Let Group σ(i) designate the group to which ỹi belongs, and let
mσ(i) represent the number of samples in Group σ(i). The group fairness measure Fgrp is established
by evaluating the differences between the StA ratios ri and rj, associated with ỹi and ỹj from distinct
groups, where σ(i) < σ(j):

Fgrp = −
∑

i,j: σ(i)<σ(j)

1

mσ(i)mσ(j)
(ri − rj)

+.

The group fairness measure, denoted by Fgrp, quantifies the differences in the StA ratios between
pairs of samples from distinct groups. Specifically, it calculates the positive differences2 between the
StA ratios of sample pairs (ỹi, ỹj), where ỹi belongs to a group with a lower index than ỹj ’s group. This
method accounts for the phenomenon of regressivity, whereby overestimated values are more common
in groups with lower indices, by primarily considering instances where the StA ratio r of a group with a
smaller index exceeds ratios of groups with larger indices. When sample ỹi is part of group Gσ(i) with
a lower index σ(i), and ỹj belongs to group Gσ(j) where σ(j) > σ(i), the fairness measure accounts
for any surplus of ri over rj . In the case of rj > ri arises, this surplus is excluded from the fairness
measure, registering as 0.3

An alternative approach to defining the measure is to capture both overestimation and under-
estimation. This method incorporates weighting functions {(w̃1(ỹi), w̃2(ỹi))}mi=1 to penalize extreme
quantiles more severely:

Definition 2.2. [Deviation-Weighted Fairness] We introduce weighting functions {(w̃1(ỹi), w̃2(ỹi))}mi=1

that are not reliant on the structure of the regression model, where w̃1 decreases and w̃2 increases with
ỹ ∈ Y. We define deviation-weighted fairness as follows:

Fdev = −

[
m∑
i=1

(ri − 1)+ · w̃1(ỹi) +

m∑
i=1

(1− ri)
+ · w̃2(ỹi)

]
.

In the remainder of the paper, we set the weighting functions to ba w̃1(ỹ) = e−αỹ, w̃2(ỹ) = e−α(1−ỹ),
where α ≥ 0.

Deviation-weighted fairness, denoted by Fdev, is comprised of two weighting functions w̃1 and w̃2

that are utilized to assign greater importance to the extremes of the quantiles. These weighting func-
tions accentuate overestimation in the lower ends and underestimation in the higher ends, respectively.
By emphasizing the ends of the sales price range, where regressivity tends to be prominently observed
in real-world situations, Fdev can more effectively capture the degree of unfairness in a model relative
to an ideal scenario, where a model achieves perfect assessment without any regressivity.

Overall, group fairness (Fgrp) mainly assesses intergroup relations, focusing on differences in StA
ratios between different groups, and penalizing larger disparities. It tries to ensure that the lower
end is not systematically disadvantaged relative to the higher end. Deviation-weighted fairness (Fdev)
emphasizes overall model conformity to an ideal baseline StA ratio of 1. By employing weighting
functions that emphasize the extremes of the prediction distribution, Fdev accounts for the frequently
observed overestimation and underestimation at the respective ends in property assessment models.
Together, these two fairness measures highlight different aspects of fairness.

In Section 4.6, we illustrate how the fairness measures Fgrp and Fdev are used to assess fairness
performance in various models using real data. The analysis demonstrates that they are both reliable
indicators alongside accuracy measures in evaluating a model; due to their distinct fairness assessments,
however, their values might not always coincide.

2To calculate Fgrp, we employ the positive part function, denoted by (·)+.
3In our work, we redefine group fairness in the context of regressivity issues, by employing the concept of cross-

pairing from earlier studies such as [9, 19]. This context-specific definition captures scenarios where groups with lower
explanatory values have disproportionately higher target values compared to other groups with higher explanatory values.
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3 K-segment Model

In this section, we propose a novel method for obtaining “fairer” assessments. Specifically, we introduce
the K-segment model, which splits the data into K distinct segments, and fits the baseline model to
each segment separately. By appropriately tuningK, our approach achieves different trade-offs between
model accuracy and fairness. Naively splitting the data into K quantiles and training a separate model
on each segment results in “discontinuity” of the estimates in the vicinity of splitting points. To address
this issue, we also develop different smoothing methods. In the remainder of this section, we discuss
both the unsmoothed model and the following versions of the K-segment model for which we use
different smoothing methods:

• Munsm,K for the unsmoothed K-segment model;

• Mq,K for the quantile-based smoothing K-segment model;

• Mm-s,K for the midpoint score-based smoothing K-segment model;

• Md-s,K for the distance score-based smoothing K-segment model.

We next formally define these models.

3.1 Model Formulation

In 2022, the CCAO implemented a comprehensive seven-stage pipeline for the assessment of residential
properties in Cook County, ranging from raw data ingestion to the final output. Within this pipeline,
our primary focus is on the training and assessment stages. The training stage employs the Light
Gradient Boosting Machine (LightGBM) algorithm,4 iteratively updating model parameters to reduce
errors and recognize patterns in sales data. The training is based on the known sales prices of sim-
ilar and nearby properties, and takes into account factors such as property characteristics, location,
environmental variables, and market trends. The assessment stage systematically predicts the market
value of each unsold property across the county.5 Hereafter, we refer to the model that combines these
two stages as the original model.

In practice, it is observed that the original model leads to regressivity in assessments. To combat
this and other modeling drawbacks, some post-modeling adjustments have been implemented (see [30]).
However, despite these adjustments, the regressivity issue persists for properties sold in 2021 (as we
demonstrate in Section 4.4). To address this challenge, we propose the K-segment model. Specifically,
in this model, we divide the quantile of assessed sales prices derived from last year’s model,6 Y, into
K distinct segments and apply the original model to each segment separately. Intuitively, doing so
allows the model to capture the specific characteristics and patterns of the data within each segment
better, and reduces the systematic errors impacting extremely low- and high-end properties.

We denote the segmentation parameters by η = (η0, η1, . . . , ηK), where the thresholds divide the
data into K distinct segments. Specifically, the k-th segment is defined as the interval [ηk−1, ηk],
with η0 = 0 and ηK = 1, and ηk−1 < ηk for each segment. Each segment corresponds to a unique
submodel, Sk, that is responsible for assessing value when the quantile y falls within its respective
k-th segment7 [ηk−1, ηk]. These submodels are trained on their segment-specific data, adhering to the
training procedure of the original model. Collectively, these submodels form the complete K-segment
model, denoted by M(y).

The most basic form of this approach is the Unsmoothed K-segment Model, constructed using
K distinct and discontinuous submodels, each denoted by Sk, where the index k ranges from 1 to K,

Munsm(y) = Sk

(
y
)
, if y ∈ [ηk−1, ηk],

4LightGBM is a gradient-boosting decision tree framework [29], frequently used in housing-specific machine learning
models due to its high precision, speed, and comprehensive documentation.

5For readers seeking more in-depth information on the whole pipeline, additional details can be found in [30].
6The assessment value from the previous year’s model, xp ∈ R+, serves as an indicator for the property’s perceived

expense. We represent the quantile of xp as y ∈ Y = [0, 1]. The introduction of the quantile y captures the relative
price relationship between properties. It is computed as y = N(xp)/mT , where N(xp) is the number of properties whose
price assessed in the previous year’s model is less than or equal to xp, and mT is the total number of properties in the
training dataset.

7In our implementation, properties whose quantile equals some ηk are assigned to the segment k + 1; except in the
case where k = K. This convention is used to break ties, and has negligible impact on our results. To ease notation,
with some abuse, we used closed brackets to define each segment.
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and a property with quantile y ∈ Y is categorized into one of K segments.
However, the unsmoothed model can create abrupt transitions at segment boundaries ηk (see

Appendix A.1), leading to interpretability challenges. Properties near a segmentation boundary can
be assigned different valuations despite having similar price percentiles, as different submodels are
applied. Such inconsistency in valuation underscores the need for smoothing methods.

Figure 1 visually depicts the influence of the smoothing method on each submodel’s proportion
within the smoothed K-segment model, specifically illustrated for K = 5. The x-axis is the quantile
y with the segment separation at ηk for k = 1, ..., 4. The y-axis is the portion of submodel Sk within
the overall K-segment model for each y value, and each submodel is distinguished by color.

Figure 1: Visual Illustration of the Smoothed K-segment Model (K = 5).

We propose two specific smoothing methods later in this section: quantile-based smoothing and
score-based smoothing. quantile-based smoothing employs the two submodels nearest to a segmenta-
tion boundary, connecting them via a modified version of the sigmoid function to reestimate valuations;
score-based smoothing calculates contributions from all submodels, adjusting their weights based on
the distance from the sales value.

Quantile-based Smoothing

The basic idea of quantile-based smoothing is to use a shifted and scaled sigmoid function to smooth
out the boundary between two adjacent submodels. More specifically, for any k = 1, ...,K − 1, we
define

gk(y) = σ

(
− 10

γk − ηk + λk
(y − γk)− 5

)
, for y ∈ [ηk − λk, γk],

where σ(z) = 1/(1 + e−z) is the sigmoid function, λk and γk are the hyper-parameters of the function
gk(y). gk(y) is a continuously differentiable S-shaped function monotonically decreasing from σ(5) to
σ(−5) on its domain [ηk − λk, γk].

8

The Quantile-based Smoothing K-segment Model is defined as

Mq(y) =


Sk(y), if γk−1 ≤ y < ηk − λk,

gk(y) · Sk(y) +
(
1− gk(y)

)
· Sk+1(y), if ηk − λk ≤ y < ηk,

Sk(y), if ηK−1 ≤ y ≤ 1.

Roughly speaking, Mq(y) aims to use the k-th submodel when the quantile y falls into [ηk−1, ηk]
and, at the same time, provide a smoothing separation around the boundary between two adjunct
segments. The width of the smoothing separation is given by the parameters λk and γk, which are
hyper-parameters to be tuned in the submodels. Notice that the quantile-based smoothing method

8σ(−5) < 0.01 and σ(5) > 0.99. Thus, for practical applications, one can effectively consider the range of the function
gk(y) as [0, 1].
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introduces 2K hyper-parameters, which can potentially lead to overfitting with fine-tuning. To address
this issue, we introduce score-based smoothing.

Score-based Smoothing

Instead of considering only one submodel, the idea of Score-based Smoothing utilizes the outputs
of all submodels, and assigns a weight to each of the submodels, i.e.,

MWS(y) =

K∑
k=1

wk(y)Sk(y), (1)

where wk(y) is the weight of the k-th submodel for a quantile y. For each submodel Sk, the weight

wk(y) = sk(y)/
∑K

j=1 sj(y), is derived by normalizing a score function, sk(y). We here present two
approaches to define the score:

• Midpoint score. The midpoint score for the k-th segment is defined as

sk(y) = e
− µ

ηk−ηk−1
·
∣∣y− ηk+ηk−1

2

∣∣
, (2)

where µ is a hyper-parameter of the model.

• Distance score. The distance score for the k-th segment is defined as

sk(y) = e
− µ

ηk−ηk−1
·dist

(
y,[ηk−1,ηk]

)
, (3)

where µ is a hyper-parameter of the model, and dist(y, [ηk−1, ηk]) = infa∈[ηk−1,ηk] ∥y − a∥.

Both scores decrease exponentially with the distance to the k-th segment [ηk−1, ηk]. The difference
between them is that the midpoint score utilizes the distance to the midpoint of the segment, i.e.,
1
2 (ηk−1 + ηk), while the distance score utilizes the distance to the set [ηk−1, ηk]. Intuitively, if y is
inside a segment, the corresponding score is high and, if it is far away, the corresponding score is low.
The hyper-parameter µ controls how sensitive to the distance to a segment the score is.

(a) Mm–s,5 (b) Md–s,5

Figure 2: Weighting function wi(y) versus quantile y (when K = 5, η1 = 0.1, η2 = 0.35, η3 = 0.7, η4 =
0.95, µ = 10).

As an illustration, with K = 5, Figure 2 depicts the relationship between y and the respective
weights wk for k = 1, . . . , 5, as defined by score function sk(y) in Equations (2) and (3). Panel (a) of
Figure 2 shows a ’non-monotonic’ pattern in the corresponding weight of the midpoint score, where
the weight wi sometimes decreases within the i-th segment and increases when moving away from
this segment. Distance score shown in panel (b), effectively resolves this problem and leads to a
“monotonic” pattern.

We end this section by discussing two major advantages of the K-segment model over a single-
segment model.
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1. Flexibility: The K-segment model divides data into multiple segments, enabling adaptation to
complex, nonlinear relationships within each segment. Instead of imposing a single structure that
assumes uniformity throughout the entire dataset, the K-segment model recognizes that different
segments of data can exhibit unique behaviors. This provides flexibility in understanding unique
property value characteristics, while a one-size-fits-all model might lead to oversimplification.

2. Increased Accuracy: By training individual submodels on more homogeneous data within each
segment, the K-segment model mitigates the impact of skewed data. The specific tailoring of
each submodel to its respective segment enables a more precise understanding of property values
within that range. This method leads to a more accurate assessment across varied property
values, surpassing a single-segment model that applies a uniform approach to all properties,
regardless of value differences.

4 Performance Evaluation

In this section, we conduct numerical experiments to evaluate the performance of theK-segment model.
Our findings indicate that it effectively mitigates regressivity, leading to enhanced accuracy and fairness
in property taxation. Section 4.1 details the dataset employed for our experiments. In Section 4.2, we
specify the parameters of our models. In Section 4.3, we numerically show an improvement of predicted
R2 obtained by the K-segment model relative to the original model. In Section 4.4, we illustrate the
regressivity observed in the original model’s assessment, and how the K-segment model can help to
address this issue. Section 4.5 presents a comparison of accuracy and fairness between the various
models. In Section 4.6, we analyze the trade-off between accuracy and fairness in our models.

4.1 Dataset and Submodel Training

Our experiments use two primary data sources from CCAO [30]: training data and assessment data.
The training data comprises residential sales from nine years before the assessment year (2013–2021)
and serves as the foundation for training and evaluating our model. It consists of 410,584 rows, each
representing an observation, and 167 columns,9 each representing a feature used in property assess-
ments or related recorded data. And the assessment data has more samples, comprising 1,099,111
rows and 165 columns. Specifically, we construct the following datasets following [30]:

1. Training set: It comprises the initial 90% of the training data. This set is for training the
submodels, which can be further divided into:

• Training Subset: Primarily used for model fitting.

• Validation Subset: Used for optimizing the hyper-parameters of the LightGBM model.

This subdivision follows the rolling-origin resampling technique as described in [31], expanding
the training subset size within a stable time window and designating the subsequent period as
the validation set, which ensures robust hyper-parameter selection. See [30, 31] for more details.

2. Test set: It contains the last 10% of training data. This set evaluates the performance of the
refined model on unseen data. Once the desired performance is achieved, the model is retrained
using the entirety of the training data.

3. Assessment set: This is the assessment data, which includes all properties for assessment
and is where the fully trained model is applied.

For each segment, we use the original model, as described in Section 3.1 and further detailed in [30],
to develop submodels from the training data.10 These submodels leverage LightGBM for training,
with its parameters tuned through Bayesian hyper-parameter optimization as discussed in [32, 30].
The configurations for the parameters of the K-segment model can be found in Section 4.2. Then, we
use the trained model to assess property values in the assessment data.

9Both training data and assessment data’s columns include basic information and features of properties. Due to
recording discrepancies, the number of columns differs between the two datasets. However, all essential features and
variables used during model training and assessment are encompassed within datasets.

10To simplify the workflow, and reduce potential overfitting, we chose not to use the post-modeling phase in either
the original model or the submodels of the K-segment model.
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4.2 Parameter Configuration

In this section, we specify the parameters used in the K-segment model, which includes the number
of segments K, the segmentation parameters {ηk}Kk=1, the smoothing parameters {λk, γk}Kk=1 for the
quantile-based method, and the smoothing parameter µ for the score-based smoothing method.

The number of segments, denoted by K, strongly impacts the performance of the K-segment
model. A K-segment model with a small K value may behave similarly to the original model, negating
the benefits of segmentation. While a larger K enhances the model’s expressivity, it also introduces
overfitting and heightened computational demands, as each segment requires individual cross-validation
for the optimal tuning of LightGBM hyper-parameters. We here opted for K = 3, 5 in our experiments,
which we believe provides a balance between these conflicting factors.

Table 5 details the model parameters used in this numerical study. After selecting K, we set the
segmentation parameters η correspondingly as shown in Table 4.2. Then we test the four smoothing
methods described in Section 3. For quantile-based smoothing, we also specify the parameters γ and
λ. For score-based smoothing, we set µ = 10. These parameters are tuned to achieve the best R2 for
the test set.

Segmentation Parameters Smoothing Methods
Original Model - -

3-segment Model
(η1, η2) = (0.1, 0.9)
(λ1, λ2) = (0.1, 0.1)
(γ1, γ2) = (0.2, 1)

Unsmoothed
Quantile-based Smoothing

Midpoint Score-based Smoothing
Distance Score-based Smoothing

5-segment Model
(η1, η2, η3, η4) = (0.2, 0.35, 0.7, 0.9)
(λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4) = (0.15, 0.03, 0.1, 0.1)
(γ1, γ2, γ3, γ4) = (0.3, 0.5, 0.73, 1)

Unsmoothed
Quantile-based Smoothing

Midpoint Score-based Smoothing
Distance Score-based Smoothing

Table 1: Parameters and Smoothing Methods for the K-segment Model (K = 3,K = 5).

4.3 Accuracy: R2 of Models

Table 2 compares the R2 of the K-segment and original models. A few observations are in order:

1. The K-segment model consistently improves accuracy, as reflected in the R2 values, especially
for the assessment set.11

2. The K-segment model, for both K = 3 and K = 5, show similar R2 improvements over the
original model, suggesting comparable performance between them.

3. Introducing smoothing methods further boosts the accuracy of the K-segment model. While the
extent of improvement in R2 varies depending on the smoothing method and the fixed K value,
smoothed models outperform their unsmoothed counterparts in all experiments.

R2

Model
Train Test Assessment

Munsm,3 0.9900958 0.8559155 0.7622086
Munsm,5 0.992362 0.8486896 0.7692979
Mq,3 0.9870508 0.8583131 0.7811874
Mq,5 0.9841513 0.8651624 0.7750398

Mm−s,3 0.9803078 0.8388794 0.7975622
Mm−s,5 0.9988296 0.8533657 0.7797632
Md−s,3 0.9806621 0.837238 0.7845766
Md−s,5 0.9975327 0.8553439 0.7892524
Original 0.9863093 0.8290886 0.708173

Table 2: R2 Performance of Original and K-segment Models for Different Datasets.12

11The differing R2 value ranges between the unseen test set and assessment set is attributed to the partial availability
of 2022 sales price data at the time of our research.
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4.4 Regressivity: Visual Representations

In this section, we compare the regressivity of the K-segment and original models. Figure 3 presents
the relationship between the sales prices and the StA ratio of different models, using available data
from properties sold in 2021. In each of the panels of Figure 3, the x-axis is the logarithm of the sales
price (log(x)), and the y-axis is the StA ratio. Each dot is a sample in the corresponding dataset.
The red and blue lines indicate the baseline StA ratio (equal to 1) and the trend line obtained from a
Generalized Additive Model (GAM) using the data, respectively.13 Following are a few observations:14

(a) Original Model (b) Md–s,3 (c) Mq,5 (d) Mm–s,5 (e) Md–s,5

Figure 3: StA Ratio (r) versus Logarithm of Sales Price (log(x)).

• The original model shows clear regressivity, as can be seen from the negative correlation between
the StA ratio and the sales price, shown in panel (a) of Figure 3.

• The K-segment model increases data point concentration and, as K increases, this concentration
intensifies.

• Smoothing models, given a fixed K, efficiently smooth segments, with only subtle distinctions
between them.

Figure 4 compares assessments of the K-segment and original models by sales price levels, using
available data from properties sold in 2021. The x-axis represents sales prices, which are categorized
into levels and arranged in ascending order. The y-axis shows a comparison of the evaluations of the
K-segment model (with different parameters in (a)–(f)) and the original model. Specifically, for each
sales price,

Length of red bar

Length of blue bar
=

Assessment price of K-segment model

Assessment price of original model
.

We can observe from Figure 4 that

• Compared to the original model, the K-segment model tends to produce lower estimates for
lower-valued properties and higher estimates for higher-valued properties; thus it can mitigate
regressivity.

• The score-based smoothing with Distance score method can smooth out the rapid change around
the boundary between submodels (see panels (e) and (f) of Figure 4).

To summarize, Figures 3 and 4 show that the original model exhibits regressivity, and that the
K-segment model reduces regressivity by producing lower estimates for lower-valued properties and
higher estimates for higher-valued properties.

4.5 Fairness: Group Fairness and Deviation-weighted Fairness

In the section, we apply the fairness measures outlined in Section 2 to the original and K-segment
models for properties sold in 2021. Using the original model as a baseline for comparison, we illustrate
the superiority of the fairness measure of the K-segment model.

12In this and the following tables, entries for the original model are highlighted in blue, and those for the K-segment
model with K = 5 are marked in green for ease of differentiation.

13GAMs are used for smoothing in this context due to their ability to model complex, nonlinear relationships. They
serve as the default method in ggplot2 and provide a useful reference for visualizing trends. However, the choice of
smoothing method can influence the interpretation of the plot.

14We concentrate on the price range that the majority of properties fall within, excluding outliers, and analyze sales
with logarithm values contained within [9, 16].
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(a) Mq,3 (b) Mq,5

(c) Mm–s,3 (d) Mm–s,5

(e) Md–s,3 (f) Md–s,5

Figure 4: Comparison of the K-segment and Original Models by Sales Price.

4.5.1 Group Fairness

Group fairness, as characterized in Definition 2.1, quantifies the discrepancies in the StA ratios between
distinct groups. These groups are differentiated based on sales price percentiles, encapsulating varied
property value ranges. A larger disparity, indicating that properties across different price percentiles
are not assessed uniformly, yields a lower Fgrp value, which denotes a lack of fairness. Conversely, a
smaller disparity, resulting in a higher Fgrp value, signifies that the assessments are more uniform and
therefore fairer across groups.

In our experimental setup, we implement a two-step configuration for group fairness. First, we
set the number of groups, n, to be either 2 or 3.15 Second, we segment the groups by dividing the
data into equally sized percentiles. The group fairness measure (Fgrp) employed tends to produce
relatively small absolute values (see Appendix B.1 for details). Here, we introduce the concept of
relative unfairness to rescale group fairness measure using the unfairness score of the original model:

Definition 4.1. [Relative Unfairness] The relative unfairness of group fairness, denoted by RUgrp, is

15We choose n = 2 and n = 3 for group fairness configurations in our experiment due to their practical effectiveness
and interpretability. When n = 2, we compare each pair of StA ratios between the “low” and “high” groups, focusing
on the extremes of the property valuation distribution. For n = 3, we assess the difference in StA ratios between the
“low”, “medium”, and “high” groups, providing a more comprehensive evaluation. Both values balance the granularity
of the analysis and the complexity of interpreting the results.
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obtained by comparing the Fgrp value of a given model M with that of the original model. Specifically,
it is calculated as:

RUgrp =
Fgrp of model M

Fgrp of original model
.

The RUgrp measure facilitates fairness comparisons between models. Set against a baseline where
the original model has an RUgrp of 1, values greater than 1 suggest unfairness, while those below 1
suggest fairness. The smaller the value, the fairer the model. Table 3 compares models based on their
RUgrp scores. As we can see,

Model Munsm,3 Munsm,5 Mq,3 Mq,5 Mm−s,3

n = 2 0.83 0.19 0.70 0.15 0.78
Relative Unfairness of Fgrp n = 3 0.81 0.15 0.68 0.17 0.76

Model Mm−s,5 Md−s,3 Md−s,5 Original
n = 2 0.14 0.86 0.13 1

Relative Unfairness of Fgrp n = 3 0.10 0.85 0.11 1

Table 3: Relative Unfairness of Group Fairness in the Original and K-segment Models.

1. The K-segment model positively influences group fairness. While the improvement is modest for
K = 3, it becomes more significant for K = 5;

2. Smoothing methods can enhance group fairness. However, the optimal smoothing method can
vary depending on the chosen K value.

4.5.2 Deviation-weighted Fairness

Deviation-weighted fairness, as introduced in Definition 2.2, uses weighting functions to emphasize
the overestimations of lower-valued properties and underestimations of higher-valued properties. The
optimal state of this fairness measure is achieved when the StA ratio is consistently 1 for all properties,
indicating accurate and uniform valuations. Fdev decreases with increasing deviations from the optimal
StA ratio.

In the computation of Fdev, we select an α value from the set {0, 1, 2, 5}. The selection is based
on the degree of variation these values induce in e−αỹ for ỹ ∈ [0, 1]. With a larger α, the weighting
function w̃1(ỹ) decreases more rapidly as ỹ increases.

The absolute values of Fdev scores are generally quite large (see Appendix B.2). To better compare
these scores across different models, we introduce a relative unfairness measure for deviation-weighted
fairness, denoted by RUdev, that is formulated as follows:

RUdev =
Fdev of model M

Fdev of original model
,

by comparing the Fdev values of a specific model M and the original model. The smaller the RUdev,
the fairer the model. Table 4 compares the relative unfairness, RUdev, of different models, which shows
that

Model Munsm,3 Munsm,5 Mq,3 Mq,5 Mm−s,3

α = 0 1.07 1.12 0.95 0.71 0.99
α = 1 0.97 0.91 0.86 0.55 0.91
α = 2 0.90 0.74 0.78 0.43 0.84

Relative Unfairness of Fdev

α = 5 0.79 0.48 0.65 0.24 0.73

Model Mm−s,5 Md−s,3 Md−s,5 Original
α = 0 1.06 0.94 1.00 1
α = 1 0.86 0.89 0.81 1
α = 2 0.69 0.84 0.66 1

Relative Unfairness of Fdev

α = 5 0.43 0.71 0.44 1

Table 4: Relative Unfairness of Deviation-weighted Fairness in the Original and K-segment Models.
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1. Larger K values enhance deviation-weighted fairness, with 5-segment models generally outper-
forming 3-segment ones;

2. The implementation of a suitable smoothing method significantly enhances fairness. The quantile-
based method proves to be the most effective for both K = 3 and K = 5.

4.6 Accuracy–Fairness Analysis across Models

This section analyzes the trade-off between accuracy and fairness in our models. Figure 5 shows a
scatter plot of the accuracy (R2) versus the two fairness measures and the Pareto frontier of the various
models. These models are differentiated using color coding: blue for the original model, red for the
3-segment model, and green for the 5-segment model. The blue line represents the accuracy–fairness
frontier, forming a convex hull that connects models excelling along both the accuracy and fairness
dimensions. Here are a few observations in order:

(a) Accuracy (R2) versus Fgrp (b) Accuracy (R2) versus Fdev

Figure 5: Analysis of the Accuracy–Fairness Trade-off across Fairness Measures.

1. The K-segment model improves both the accuracy (R2) and fairness measures compared to the
original model. In general, the model is fairer when K = 5 than when K = 3, while keeping
a similar level of accuracy. Smoothing methods can improve both the accuracy and fairness
measures.

2. Models Md-s,5 and Mm-s,3 appear in the frontier, which showcases their superior performance in
terms of both accuracy and fairness.

3. There is a clear cluster pattern in Figure 5(a), but not in Figure 5(b). This is due to the
fundamental difference between the two fairness measures.

5 Conclusions and Future Directions

The pervasive regressivity evident in our empirical data motivated us to develop the K-segment model.
This model works by first splitting the data into multiple disjoint subsets based on the previous year’s
property value predictions and then conducting estimates within each group separately. Intuitively,
such a split can be obtained by focusing on different quantiles of the previous year’s predictions.
However, doing so creates discontinuities in the assessed values that make the model harder to in-
terpret in practice and harder to justify. To address this issue, we also introduce a set of different
smoothing methods (quantile-based smoothing, midpoint score-based smoothing, and distance score-
based smoothing). Our results indicate that a 5-segment model, in conjunction with the distance
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score-based smoothing method, substantially improves both accuracy and fairness (in particular group
fairness and deviation-weighted fairness) relative to the model employed in practice.

Our findings suggest several avenues for future research. (1) There is a need to analyze the temporal
dynamics of the K-segment model by evaluating its performance over different years. The performance
and fairness measures of the current model are based primarily on data for 2022, but factors such as
interest rates, economic growth, population trends, and policy changes can result in substantial year-
to-year variations. These variations can affect the distribution of data and, consequently, the model’s
performance. (2) The potential impact of gentrification, regional and demographic development, and
tax policy on our fairness measures should not be overlooked. These factors could create new tax
inequalities, which might not be captured by the fairness measures derived from a single year’s data.
Thus, investigating the robustness of theK-segment model under these dynamic conditions can provide
insights into the model’s adaptability and generalizability. (3) The versatility of the model in addressing
regressivity and promoting fairness should be explored in other domains such as income taxation,
healthcare, and education. This expansion of applications can demonstrate the broader applicability
of the K-segment model. (4) Even though our model’s generalizability has been bolstered through
cross-validation techniques in each submodel, other robustness checks, such as bootstrap sampling or
different machine learning techniques, could be valuable. Assuring robustness in the face of diverse
statistical and practical challenges is crucial for the effective real-world application of the K-segment
model.
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A Supplementary Plots and Visual Data Analysis

A.1 Plots for the Unsmoothed K-segment Model

Figure 6 provides supplementary illustrations of the unsmoothed K-segment model for K = 3 and
K = 5, which emphasize the conspicuous and undesirable jumps between segments in the unsmoothed
K-segment model.

(a) r versus log(x), K = 3 (b) r versus log(x), K = 5

(c) Comparative Bar Plot, K = 3 (d) Comparative Bar Plot, K = 5

Figure 6: Supplementary Analysis: Behavior of the Unsmoothed K-segment Model.

Figure 6 shows the effectiveness of the unsmoothed K-segment model in addressing regressivity,
and compares it with the K-segment models that incorporate smoothing methods, as discussed in
Section 3.1. Specifically, panels (a) and (b) in Figure 6 depict the relationship between ratio r and
logarithm of sales price log x, refer to Figure 3 for a similar illustration. Panels (c) and (d) show the
comparative illustration of the unsmoothed K-segment and original models by sales price, see Figure 4
for a similar illustration.

A.2 High Precision of the K-segment Model

In Figure 7, the x-axis is the sales price and the y-axis is the logarithm of the assessment value. The
red line represents the baseline, where the assessment is exactly equal to the sales price. Figure 7
shows that the K segment model shows a higher valuation precision compared to the original model
for properties sold in 2021, and thus smaller random errors.
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(a) Original Model (b) Md–s,3 (c) Mq,5 (d) Mm–s,5 (e) Md–s,5

Figure 7: Logarithm of Assessment (log(v)) versus Sales Price (x).

A.3 Plots for Selection of Parameter µ

To illustrate the effects of varying the µ parameter in the score-based smoothing method of the K-
segment model, we provide appendix plots. Figure 8 presents the relationship between the quantile y
and the respective weights wk for k = 1, . . . , 5, with panels (a) and (b) corresponding to µ = 100 and
µ = 1, respectively.

(a) µ = 100 (b) µ = 1

Figure 8: Weighting function wi(y) for Md–s,5 versus quantile y (when K = 5, η1 = 0.1, η2 = 0.35, η3 =
0.7, η4 = 0.95).

Figure 2 provides the µ = 10 case. When µ is too large, the efficacy of the weighting function
diminishes; conversely, a too small µ fails to adequately represent the emphasis on a specific segment.

B Actual Values of Fairness Measures

This appendix presents the raw values of Fgrp and Fdev, independent of any associated unfairness
definitions.
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B.1 Group Fairness

Group Fairness
Model

n = 2 n = 3
Munsm,3 -0.00217628 -0.009524356
Munsm,5 -0.0004896838 -0.001756903
Mq,3 -0.001840958 -0.007934671
Mq,5 -0.0003966192 -0.001952189

Mm−s,3 -0.002049917 -0.008906032
Mm−s,5 -0.0003587153 -0.001217768
Md−s,3 -0.002257118 -0.00988218
Md−s,5 -0.0003408842 -0.001286112
Original -0.002612381 -0.01168704

Table 5: Group Fairness (Fgrp) in the Original and K-segment Models.

As can be seen in Table 5, the K-segment models enhance the fairness by increasing the Fgrp values
compared to those in the original model. However, the absolute magnitudes of the Fgrp values are
notably low. To create a more nuanced and meaningful analysis, we use the RUgrp measure, detailed
in Section 4.5.1, in subsequent discussions. For our experiments, we set µ = 10 in the score-based
smoothing method.

B.2 Deviation-weighted Fairness

Deviation-weighted Fairness
Model

α = 0 α = 1 α = 2 α = 5
Munsm,3 -225094.6 -129406.4 -82391.24 -33411.61
Munsm,5 -236884.3 -121708.6 -67794.16 -20176.55
Mq,3 -201342.2 -114525.3 -71640.49 -27270.65
Mq,5 -150699.9 -73883.58 -39154.31 -10028.59

Mm−s,3 -209657.8 -121042.1 -77072.57 -30893.97
Mm−s,5 -224581.9 -114261.2 -62943.33 -18277.92
Md−s,3 -199236.6 -119241.8 -76537.73 -29879.35
Md−s,5 -211011.2 -108302.6 -60460.62 -18458.86
Original -211218.6 -133576.9 -91396.42 -42035.29

Table 6: Deviation-weighted (Fdev) in the Original and K-segment Models.

Table 6 shows that the K-segment models improve fairness by boosting the Fdev values when α > 0,
in contrast to the original model. It can be seen that the absolute values of Fdev are relatively high.
We apply the RUdev measure, as detailed in Section 4.5.2 for a clearer discussion.
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