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ABSTRACT

Today, GPS-equipped mobile devices are ubiquitous, and they generate Location-Based Service (LBS) data, which has become
a critical resource for understanding human mobility. However, inherent limitations in LBS datasets, primarily characterized by
discontinuity and sparsity, may introduce significant biases in representing individual movement patterns. This study develops
data quality metrics for LBS data, examines their disparities among different populations, and quantifies their effects on inferred
individual movement, stays in particular, in the Boston Metropolitan Area. We find that data from higher-income, more educated,
and predominantly white census block groups (CBGs) show higher sampling rates but paradoxically lower data quality. This
contradiction may stem from greater privacy awareness in these communities. Additionally, we propose a new framework to
resample LBS data and quantitatively evaluate the inferential biases associated with data of varying quality. This versatile
framework can analyze the impacts originating from different data processing workflows with LBS data. Using linear regression
models with clustered standard error, we assess the impact of data quality metrics on inferring the number of stay points. The
results show that better data quality, characterized by the number of observations and temporal occupancy, can significantly
reduce the bias when calculating the stay points of an individual. The introduction of additional data quality metrics into the
regression model can further explain the bias. Overall, this study provides insights into how data quality can influence our
understanding of human mobility patterns, highlighting the importance of carefully handling LBS data in research.

Introduction
With the widespread adoption of GPS-equipped mobile devices, an immense volume of location-based service data has been
generated. This type of data set allows for mapping out the mobility patterns of a significant number of individuals within a
given region, promising to reduce or eliminate the need for traditional, labor-intensive survey efforts. Large-scale LBS data can
also potentially allow researchers and practitioners to detect shifts in mobility patterns over time, determine the factors that
influence such changes, and help design appropriate policy changes or interventions. Numerous studies have used LBS data for
a variety of applications, including understanding individual mobility patterns1–3, estimating origin-destination traffic flow4, 5,
predicting pandemic spreading6, 7 and facilitating urban planning strategies8, 9.

However, because LBS data originates from users’ interactions with their smart devices, it is often discontinuous and
sparse across time and space10, 11. Thus, the individual mobility patterns inferred from such data, such as stayed locations,
travel distances, duration for their visits, origins, and destinations, is likely incomplete12, 13. The incompleteness could be
due to several reasons. Firstly, users have control over whether or not to enable their location services. They can disable data
collection entirely or restrict individual applications from accessing their location for reasons ranging from privacy concerns to
battery conservation. Studies have found a correlation between the willingness to allow location tracking by apps and perceived
user-end benefits14. Users are less likely to consent to provide continuous location data for an application unless they recognize
distinct advantages. Secondly, the built environment also contributes to the discontinuity of LBS data. For instance, the urban
canyon effect, caused by high-rise buildings and tunnels interfering with GPS signals in urban environments, can result in
observations moving at high speed within a short interval (oscillations)15, 16. Lastly, the operational constraints of LBS data
collection play a role. Some operating systems restrict background app activities, which can limit how often location data is
transmitted17. Even if a device continuously generates location data, it might only be sent to data collectors at certain intervals,
resulting in a less dense dataset.

The discontinuity and sparsity of LBS data can lead to inaccurate and biased representations of individual movements,
including but not limited to the extent of personal travel10 (i.e., the number of trips calculated and the associated spatial extent),
the inferred duration of activities18, and the portrayal of users’ interactions with the built environment. Additionally, the biases

ar
X

iv
:2

41
1.

16
59

5v
1 

 [
cs

.C
E

] 
 2

5 
N

ov
 2

02
4



can be exacerbated in certain demographics and populations. Studies show that LBS data may not accurately represent minority
groups or may skew towards more affluent users, leading to disparities in data quality among different populations19, 20. The
biases inherent in the quality of LBS data can lead to the misunderstanding of mobility, hindering the formulation of unbiased
conclusions and the development of fair and effective policies. However, existing studies often overlook the differences in
data quality among individuals and seldom discuss the potential biases caused by underlying data quality. It is imperative to
rigorously analyze the impact of LBS data quality on individual human mobility.

To fill this gap, this research investigates the quality of LBS data and its consequent effects on individual mobility metrics.
We examined the LBS data quality in the Boston Metropolitan Area, uncovering a notable correlation between data quality and
demographic factors. Moreover, we introduced a resampling-based LBS bias assessment framework to quantitatively evaluate
the inferential bias in mobility that might arise from LBS data. This framework isolates high-quality LBS data, employs
resampling to create incomplete datasets with varied quality, and analyzes their biases from established ground truth. To
mitigate the autocorrelation introduced by resampling, we applied clustered standard errors which remedy the violation of the
independence assumption in regression. We assessed the influence of different data quality metrics on the inference of the
number of stay points.

We found disparities in data quality from different population groups. Census block groups (CBGs) characterized by higher
incomes, better educational outcomes, and a greater white portion of the population exhibit higher LBS sampling rates (the
ratio of users to the overall population), but paradoxically, the data quality appears lower. This discrepancy might be linked to
the greater prevalence of smartphone use in these areas and an increased awareness of preserving data privacy. Additionally, the
regression results showed that an increase of 100 in the number of observations per day for a user would help reduce the bias by
0.2 stay points. Increasing temporal occupancy by 10 would help reduce the bias by 1.2. Improvements in other metrics, such
as the Maximum record gap, also contribute to reducing errors in inferring mobility, which provides a general reference for the
potential bias of LBS data for understanding human mobility.

Dataset and metrics
Mobility and Demographic Datasets
In this study, we utilized LBS data from the Boston Metropolitan Area provided by Spectus Inc. This dataset spans from
January 1 to February 28, 2020. Each record in the dataset includes a user’s geographical coordinates, specifically latitude
and longitude, along with a precise timestamp when the data was collected. Additionally, the dataset includes information on
spatial precision, characterized as the radius around the exact GPS location. Within this radius, there is a 95% probability that it
encompasses the actual location of the user. In addition to the LBS dataset, we also leverage the 5-year American Community
Survey (ACS) data spanning from 2015 to 2019 as our demographic reference, aiming to understand how LBS data quality
varies across different demographic groups.

Data Quality Metrics
Table 1 shows the data quality metrics employed in this study and their definitions. These metrics capture different dimensions
of data characteristics, including frequency and regularity of observations, temporal intervals, spatial accuracy, and the temporal
distribution of the data points, providing a multifaceted view of the quality and coverage of the data collected from each device.
In this study, we gauge the quality of LBS data by analyzing a user’s 24-hour data record. By examining this data through the
lens of our defined metrics, we obtain a comprehensive understanding of the data’s quality across multiple dimensions.

Table 1. Description of Data Quality Metrics

Metrics Definition

Number of observations The number of records from a device

Temporal occupancy8 The number of 30-min slots in which a device is observed at least once,
ranging from 0 to 48

Maximum record gap The largest duration between two consecutive records (in minute)

Percentage of high accuracy observations Percentage of observations with spatial accuracy lower than 100 meters
(%)

Temporal burstiness21 Distributional pattern for observational interval in minutes [-1,1]; If
evenly distributed, -1; if randomly distributed, 0; if distributed as clusters,
1
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LBS Data Quality
In this section, we explore the quality of the existing LBS data based on these metrics.

Qualification criterion and CBG segmentation
We developed three criteria to assess data quality, structured in an inclusive relationship. Criterion 1 stands out as the most
rigorous, demanding a high degree of data completeness and density, whereas Criterion 3 is the most lenient. Note that the
data conforming to Criterion 1 satisfy Criterion 2, and similarly, the data adhering to Criterion 2 fulfill Criterion 3. These
criteria are:

• Criterion 1 : temporal occupancy ≥ 40 & maximum record gap ≤ 40 min & number of records ≥ 300

• Criterion 2 : temporal occupancy ≥ 20 & maximum record gap ≤ 120 min & number of records ≥ 100

• Criterion 3 : temporal occupancy ≥ 10 & maximum record gap ≤ 480 min & number of records ≥ 20

These three criteria set different benchmarks for data quality related to continuity and sparsity. The percentage of days
meeting these criteria indicates LBS data quality within a specific region.

Furthermore, we investigated the relationship between the quality of LBS data and demographic factors. Specifically,
we estimated the census block group (CBG) of each user’s home location based on their most frequent location during the
nighttime (10:00 PM - 7:00 AM), as indicated by the LBS data22, 23. We then segmented these CBGs into distinct groups based
on their demographic characteristics, including income, education level, and race. The detailed strategy for the segmentation is
outlined as follows:

1) Income-based segmentation. We classified the CBGs into five quintiles (A1-A5) based on the median household income
of each CBG.

2) Education-based segmentation. Similarly, the CBGs were segmented into five quintiles (B1-B5) according to the
percentage of residents with a bachelor’s degree or higher.

3) Race-based segmentation. For analyzing the demographic influence of race on LBS data quality, we defined five
categories of CBGs: C1 (Majority White), C2 (Majority Black), C3 (Majority Asian), C4 (Majority Hispanic), and C5 (Majority
Mixed). A CBG was classified into one of the first four categories (C1-C4) if a single race constituted over 50% of its population.
Conversely, CBGs with no single racial group exceeding 50% were categorized as C5 (Mixed), reflecting a more diverse
demographic composition.

Inequity in the quality of LBS data
We compared LBS data quality across these segmentation groups and presented the results in Table 2. Overall, the rates of
high-quality data are low across all groups. When considering the cumulative data from all CBGs, among all 25,028,921
days, only 283,083 days satisfy Criterion 1. The proportion of qualified days does not exceed 1.15%, which indicates that a
considerable portion of user movement remains unrecorded in current LBS data. The reliance on such data without due caution
may introduce significant inferential biases in representing individual mobility patterns.

Moreover, there is a significant disparity in LBS data across different demographic areas. In terms of the sampling rates,
areas with higher median incomes seem to have a higher proportion of the population contributing to LBS data, a trend also
evident in areas with higher education levels and predominantly white communities. For example, in CBGs with a higher
rate of bachelor’s degree holders (B5), the sampling rate reaches 11.11%, compared to only 6.96% in CBGs with lower
bachelor’s degree rates (B1). Similarly, the 2,693 predominantly white CBGs (C1) have a sampling rate of 9.30%, while the
139 predominantly black CBGs (C2) have a much lower rate of 5.79%. This may be related to the higher number of smart
devices per capita in these areas and the frequency of use of specific applications.

However, a higher sampling rate does not suggest a superior data quality. In higher-income areas, communities with higher
levels of education, and predominantly white neighborhoods, the proportion of high-quality LBS data (Criterion 1) is notably
lower. The qualified rate exhibits a marked decrease with the ascending income and educational levels of the CBGs. CBGs with
predominantly black populations also demonstrate the highest rate of qualified data among all race-segmented CBG groups.
This discrepancy may be attributed to a greater emphasis on privacy and more effective management of application permissions
in certain communities.

Resampling-based LBS bias assessment
Framework overview
In this section, we explore potential effects on individual mobility information inferred from using LBS data of varying qualities.
A significant challenge is the lack of ground truth in most LBS datasets, as the actual activities of users is often unknown.
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Table 2. Comparative Analysis of LBS Data Quality Across CBGs with Varied Demographic Profiles (Boston metropolitan
area, January 1 to February 28, 2020)

Income-segmented CBGs

A1 A2 A3 A4 A5 † Total c

Number of CBGs 656 655 656 654 655 3,276
Total population 909,413 935,676 950,352 949,155 956,609 4,701,205

Median household Income (average) 44,043 72,657 95,560 118,187 169,435 99,953
LBS sampling rate (%) a 7.79 7.73* 8.76** 10.51** 8.79 8.73

Qualified rate (%) (Criterion 1) b 1.19** 1.40** 1.24** 1.02** 0.94 1.15
Qualified rate (%) (Criterion 2) b 15.50** 17.74** 17.38** 15.64** 18.21 16.87
Qualified rate (%) (Criterion 3) b 31.11** 33.43** 31.62** 27.80 31.37 30.87

Education-segmented CBGs

B1 B2 B3 B4 B5 † Total c

Number of CBGs 681 681 681 681 681 3,405
Total population 988,549 1,016,947 1,015,905 953,877 859,065 4,834,343

Bachelor’s or higher degree rate (%) 10.38 23.15 33.69 44.86 60.56 33.61
LBS sampling rate (%) a 6.96* 8.81** 8.95** 8.32** 11.11 8.78

Qualified rate (%) (Criterion 1) b 1.46** 1.54** 1.26** 1.02** 0.48 1.13
Qualified rate (%) (Criterion 2) b 18.11** 19.50** 18.67** 17.94** 10.09 16.69
Qualified rate (%) (Criterion 3) b 35.47** 35.12** 33.26** 31.97** 19.44 30.66

Race-segmented CBGs

C1 †(White) C2 (Black) C3 (Asian) C4 (Hispanic) C5 (Mixed) Total c

Number of CBGs 2,693 139 29 170 373 3,404
Total population 3,846,221 177,393 34,235 254,600 520,914 4,833,363

LBS sampling rate (%) a 9.30 5.79** 7.06 6.54** 7.13** 8.78
Qualified rate (%) (Criterion 1) b 1.12 1.55** 0.89 1.12 1.19 1.13
Qualified rate (%) (Criterion 2) b 16.91 18.49* 14.16* 13.89** 15.50** 16.69
Qualified rate (%) (Criterion 3) b 30.54 36.76 30.97 28.80* 30.93** 30.66

a The ratio of the number of users included in the LBS data to the total population of the group.
b The ratio of the number of days to the total days in the LBS data according to the specific criterion.
c Due to the missing demographic data, the study CBGs and the LBS data vary slightly across the three segmentation analyses.
† The Mann–Whitney U test24 assesses the statistical significance of differences compared to the base groups. * p < 0.05, **

p < 0.01

To tackle this issue, we proposed a resampling-based framework to assess the bias in LBS data, illustrated in Figure 1. This
framework primarily focuses on isolating high-quality LBS data and using its inferred outcomes as a proxy for ground truth.
We then employ resampling, a method of generating incomplete datasets by varying the quality parameters of LBS data, to
create resampled datasets. The next step involves analyzing the deviation of inferences from these resampled datasets of varying
levels of quality in comparison to our established ground truth. Finally, we utilize a regression model to quantitatively analyze
the relationship between LBS data quality and the corresponding bias in mobility inference. It’s important to note that the
framework is highly flexible, where each module, including data selection, data resampling, data quality calculation, stay
point detection, and regression model, can be adjusted according to the characteristics of the data and the LBS data processing
workflow.

Data Selection and Resampling
The resampling framework starts with data selection (Figure 1 left bottom). The purpose of data selection is to identify
high-quality data based on certain data quality metrics, assuming that using these high-quality datasets for inferring human
mobility is nearly unbiased. Given the rarity of continuous, long-term, high-quality data in practical LBS datasets, the 24-hour
records from a user are employed as the unit for data selection. This selection process balances data quality and the accessible
volume of data, as excessively rigorous selection criteria might result in a scarcity of viable samples.

After selecting the high-quality data from an LBS data set, we can start data resampling (Figure 1 left top). Data resampling
involves resampling these carefully selected days through various methods, such as 10 or 20% random downsampling, to
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Figure 1. Resampling-based framework to assess the potential bias in LBS data

simulate LBS data of different qualities as found in real-world scenarios. The resampling rates can be driven by the data
quality observed in empirical LBS data. Diverse resampling methods can be implemented within the same day to augment the
variability and richness of the dataset.

Data quality calculation and stay point detection
For each resampled day, we then calculate data quality metrics (Figure 1 middle top). Beyond the metrics specified in Table 1,
additional relevant data quality metrics can be added. These metrics will act as inputs for a particular regression model. When
employing a linear model, it’s essential to consider and address the multicollinearity among these data quality metrics.

Using the high-quality and resampled data sets, we also obtain metrics related to mobility patterns (Figure 1 middle bottom).
Here, we use stay points as the metric for assessing bias, since they often serve as the starting point and foundation of mobility
studies25, 26. Stay point detection needs to be conducted on each high-quality day and resampled day. The algorithms and
hyperparameters for stay point detection27–29 can be tailored according to the processing workflow of LBS data.

Regression model
We develop an ordinary least squares (OLS) regression model to investigate the relationship between data quality and LBS bias.
The independent variables X are the data quality metrics calculated with resampled LBS data. Our dependent variable, the
bias Y , is defined as the discrepancy between the number of stay points estimated with resampled data and the ground truth
determined by the original high-quality data.

Before running the OLS model, it is important to note that creating multiple resampled data sets by resampling on the same
days can introduce autocorrelation into the error term of our regression model30. This potentially violates the independence
assumption inherent in OLS regression. The correlation of error terms across different samples could lead to inaccurate
estimation of the standard errors of our estimates, potentially leading to spurious inferences. To mitigate this issue, we introduce
clustered standard errors, which remedy the violation of the independence assumption31. The concept behind clustered standard
errors lies in the assumption that observations within the same cluster may not be independent, but clusters themselves are
independent of each other. In this study, multiple resampled days from the same day form a cluster.

Specially, we start with a standard OLS model:

Y = Xβ + e (1)

where Y is a vector of inferential bias on the number of stay points, X is an n∗m matrix of data quality metrics, β is an m∗1
vector of unknown parameters, and e is an m∗1 vector of residuals.

Since residuals exhibit correlation within clusters, we turn to the heteroscedasticity-robust standard error, which provides a
consistent estimate of V (β̂ ) under heteroscedasticity:

V (β̂ ) =
(
X ′X

)−1 X ′
ΩX

(
X ′X

)−1 (2)

Here, Ω is the covariance matrix of residuals. The covariance values within each cluster are unrestricted, but the covariance
is assumed to be zero between clusters.
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Case study
Experiment setting
In our experiments, we carefully selected high-quality data of 24-hour records from 132 users, adhering to the following
criterion: temporal occupancy = 48, maximum record gap ≤ 20 min, and number of records ≥ 500. This helped us obtain
unbiased mobility behaviors as the ground truth. Each user was limited to contributing only one day of data to avoid the
potential bias that might arise from including multiple days from the same individual. Having identified these high-quality data,
we proceeded to randomly resample them at various rates, ranging from 1% to 90%. To minimize the inherent randomness
associated with resampling, this process was repeated 10 times each day, reducing the likelihood of anomalies that could result
from a single, non-representative resample.

For our analysis, we employed the five data quality metrics listed in Table 1. Also, we utilized the built-in function
provided by the Scikit-mobility library to detect the stay points28. With other parameters remaining default, we adjusted the
“no_data_for_minutes” parameter to 30, indicating that any interval exceeding 30 minutes without data would not be recognized
as a stay point.

Results
The results from the regression models, as shown in Table 3, incorporate different combinations of independent variables to
assess their influence on the bias in the number of stay points detected per day. For example, a bias of −1 indicates that one
stay point within that day were not correctly identified. The presence of negative constant terms across all models suggests that,
in general, there is a tendency to underestimate the number of stay points due to the incompleteness of LBS data. The bias
often appears as a negative number because resampled incomplete data typically leads to the algorithm’s failure to recognize
some stay points accurately.

Here, Model 1 leverages only two principal data quality metrics, number of observations and temporal occupancy, to
provide a substantive explanation for the observed bias, with R2 = 0.541. The positive coefficients for these metrics suggest
that an increase in number of observations and temporal occupancy could effectively mitigate bias. The regression model
suggests that an increase of 100 in the number of observations can reduce the bias by 0.2 stay points. Also, an increase of
temporal occupancy by 10 would help reduce the bias by 1.2. Model 2 incorporates three additional data quality metrics but
only produced a marginally improved R2. Notably, percentage of high accuracy observations reduces bias. In Model 3, number
of observations and temporal occupancy improve R2 yet at the expense of the model’s interpretability. Overall, the metrics
number of observations and temporal occupancy emerge as significant indicators for characterizing the potential bias in LBS
data. Meanwhile, the integration of additional data quality metrics and the utilization of more sophisticated models could
further refine bias prediction.

Table 3. Results of linear regression models (Dependent variable: Bias on the number of stays)

Independent variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Constant -7.5325 -13.9969 -10.7189
Number of observations 0.0021 0.0016 0.0004
Temporal occupancy 0.1224 0.1341 -0.0934
Maximum record gap (min) 0.0014 -0.0011
Percentage of high accuracy observations (%) 0.0542 0.0491
Temporal burstiness 2.0825 4.4046
Number of observations (squared) -4.539e-07
Temporal occupancy (squared) 0.0037

R2 0.541 0.551 0.571

*All parameters are statistically significant at the 95% confidence level, with clustered standard errors employed.

Discussion and conclusion
This study delved into the quality and inherent biases of LBS data within the Boston Metropolitan Area. Our comprehensive
analysis employed data quality metrics and demographic analysis to demonstrate not only the general challenges of discontinuity
and sparsity in LBS data but also the significant disparities in data quality across different demographic groups. Furthermore, we
introduced a novel resampling-based framework for assessing LBS data bias when studying individual mobility. This framework
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proves essential for understanding the effects of various LBS data processing methodologies, shedding light on potential biases
in LBS data applications and offering insights crucial for developing more accurate and equitable data processing techniques.

Our findings illuminate a striking disparity in LBS data quality, where higher-income, more educated, and predominantly
white CBGs display higher sampling rates but suffer from lower data quality, a contradiction likely rooted in heightened privacy
concerns. This observation aligns with existing research that suggests socioeconomic and demographic factors significantly
influence technology usage and privacy behaviors32, 33, and it is consistent with prior studies highlighting the discontinuity and
sparsity of LBS data11, 12, 15. However, our study extends this discourse by directly linking these behaviors to the quality of
LBS data, thereby contradicting the assumption that higher engagement with technology automatically translates to better data
quality34. The contribution of this insight is substantial; it challenges the prevailing methods of data collection and processing
in LBS studies by highlighting the necessity for nuanced approaches that consider demographic variances. Moreover, this
paradox underscores the critical need for developing tailored imputation methods that can address such disparities, thereby
ensuring more equitable decision-making and resource allocation across diverse urban populations. Thus, our work not only
adds a new dimension to the understanding of LBS data biases but also calls for a reevaluation of current practices in handling
LBS data to mitigate the risk of reinforcing existing inequalities.

Additionally, the resampling-based framework developed in this study is important in understanding the effects of LBS data
quality. Differing from the existing imputation methods35–38 for mitigating the bias, we focused on quantitatively evaluating the
inferential errors arising from varying qualities of LBS data. The significance of this framework lies in its potential to furnish
researchers and policymakers with a deeper, more nuanced understanding of biases within LBS data, facilitating more accurate,
unbiased conclusions and promoting equitable decision-making processes. This contribution underscores the importance of
precise data quality evaluation in the development and implementation of LBS technologies, highlighting a critical step forward
in the pursuit of fairness and accuracy in data-driven decision-making.

Our investigation into LBS data within the Boston Metropolitan Area forges new pathways in understanding and addressing
data quality and bias, advocating for innovative approaches and methodologies. This research not only enriches the dialogue on
demographic impacts on data quality but also sets a foundation for future explorations aimed at enhancing the fairness and
accuracy of LBS data applications. Moving forward, the insights garnered here should inspire continued efforts to refine data
processing techniques, ensuring that advancements in location-based services equitably benefit all segments of society.
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