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Abstract

Adequately generating and evaluating prediction models based on supervised machine learning (ML)
is often challenging, especially for less experienced users in applied research areas. Special attention
is required in settings where the model generation process involves hyperparameter tuning, i.e. data-
driven optimization of different types of hyperparameters to improve the predictive performance of the
resulting model. Discussions about tuning typically focus on the hyperparameters of the ML algorithm
(e.g., the minimum number of observations in each terminal node for a tree-based algorithm). In this
context, it is often neglected that hyperparameters also exist for the preprocessing steps that are applied
to the data before it is provided to the algorithm (e.g., how to handle missing feature values in the
data). As a consequence, users experimenting with different preprocessing options to improve model
performance may be unaware that this constitutes a form of hyperparameter tuning - albeit informal
and unsystematic - and thus may fail to report or account for this optimization. To illuminate this
issue, this paper reviews and empirically illustrates different procedures for generating and evaluating
prediction models, explicitly addressing the different ways algorithm and preprocessing hyperparameters
are typically handled by applied ML users. By highlighting potential pitfalls, especially those that may
lead to exaggerated performance claims, this review aims to further improve the quality of predictive

modeling in ML applications.
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1 Introduction

Many applied research areas have recently seen an increase in the development of pre-
diction models based on supervised machine learning (ML) algorithms. However, af-
ter initially generating widespread enthusiasm — partly due to the availability of user-
friendly software that enables model development without requiring extensive expertise
— ML-based prediction models are now undergoing critical reexamination (Ball, 2023;
Kapoor and Narayanan, 2023; Pfob et al., 2022). Among other concerns, such as in-
sufficient reporting of relevant aspects of the model development process, it has been
found that the claimed predictive performance of many models is considerably exag-
gerated (Kapoor and Narayanan, 2023; Dhiman et al., 2022a,b; Andaur Navarro et al.,
2021). While some of the pitfalls leading to such optimistically biased performance claims
(e.g., using the exact same observations for model generation and evaluation) typically
occur only among very inexperienced applied ML users and are well known within the ML
research community, others arise more subtly (Domingos, 2012; Kapoor and Narayanan,
2023; Poldrack et al., 2020; Hofman et al., 2023).

This is particularly true when the model generation process involves data-driven hyperpa-
rameter optimization, which is also referred to as hyperparameter tuning and is commonly
employed in ML applications. The most prominent type of hyperparameters (HPs) are
those associated with the learning algorithm, which specify its configuration (e.g., the
minimum number of observations in each terminal node for tree-based algorithms). If
selected by an adequate (and ideally automated) tuning procedure, HPs can substantially
enhance the performance of the resulting prediction model. However, HP tuning also com-
plicates model evaluation, as common procedures such as simple k-fold cross-validation
no longer guarantee an unbiased assessment (Bischl et al., 2023; Hosseini et al., 2020).
An additional challenge comes from the fact that, beyond algorithm HPs, there are also
preprocessing HPs, which specify the steps applied to the data before it is fed into the
learning algorithm (e.g., selecting the set of features for prediction or determining how
missing feature values are handled; Binder and Pfisterer, 2024; Bischl et al., 2023). While
the tuning of algorithm HPs is rightfully considered important for model performance,
the relevance of tuning preprocessing HPs should not be overlooked. Preprocessing steps
can make or break a model’s predictive performance, and solely relying on user expertise
to specify these steps (which is the alternative to tuning) is often impractical and may
result in arbitrary decisions (Kuhn and Johnson, 2013). Despite this, reports of tuning
preprocessing HPs aside from feature selection are relatively rare. This could be be-
cause integrating preprocessing HPs into automated tuning workflows typically requires

advanced programming expertise, which not all applied ML users have, or because this



possibility is not widely recognized. Importantly, the limited use of automated tuning
procedures for preprocessing HPs does not mean that these HPs are not being tuned at
all. In fact, it appears fairly common for applied ML users to experiment informally with
different preprocessing options (Hosseini et al., 2020; Hofman et al., 2023; Lones, 2024),
often without realizing that this constitutes a form of (manual) HP tuning. If this type
of tuning is indeed conducted subconsciously, it will also remain unaccounted for during
model evaluation, thereby increasing the risk of drawing overly optimistic conclusions
about the model’s performance.

To avoid such issues, it is essential to educate users in applied settings about the different
types of HPs, the different forms of HP tuning, and how tuning can impact both the
true and estimated performance of prediction models. Although valuable literature al-
ready exists describing the concept of HP tuning and various automated procedures (e.g.,
Bischl et al., 2023; Bartz et al., 2023; Feurer and Hutter, 2019), this research primarily
adopts the perspective of MLi methods researchers who are concerned with evaluating
the overall performance of ML algorithms used to generate prediction models. This focus
does not align with the perspective of applied ML users, who are more interested in the
performance of a specific prediction model. Although this literature is still useful for them
— since the general principles described there essentially hold for all types of audiences —
applied ML users additionally need specific guidance for developing their “final model”
(a notion that does not exist in the methodological context). Moreover, they may find it
challenging to extract the relevant insights from literature aimed at a different audience
with partly different needs. In contrast, literature explicitly directed toward applied ML
users tends to either focus on general guidelines for ML-based predictive modeling, lacking
detailed coverage of HP tuning (e.g., Kuhn and Johnson, 2013; Pfob et al., 2022; Lones,
2024; Kapoor et al., 2024; Poldrack et al., 2020; Collins et al., 2024a; Van Royen et al.,
2023), or addresses HP tuning only within specific research areas (e.g., Hosseini et al.,
2020; Dunias et al., 2024). Additionally, much of the existing HP tuning literature does
not consider preprocessing HPs. Exceptions include the review by Bischl et al. (2023),
which, however, touches on this topic only briefly. This lack of detail is reasonable, given
that preprocessing HPs can, in principle, be tuned using the same automated procedures
as algorithm HPs. However, this perspective overlooks that preprocessing HPs are often
tuned manually in applied settings, which carries implications different from those asso-
ciated with automated tuning.

This paper aims to complement the existing literature by reviewing the implications and
pitfalls of HP tuning in the generation and evaluation of prediction models from the per-
spective of applied ML users with varying levels of expertise. It explicitly distinguishes

between preprocessing and algorithm HPs, as well as the different procedures commonly



used to tune them in practice. A particular focus is placed on the potential for optimisti-
cally biased performance estimation, which is also illustrated using a real-world prediction
problem from palliative care medicine.

The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 introduces the key concepts related to pre-
dictive modeling using ML, including the two types of HPs. In the next two sections, the
challenges and pitfalls that arise in the generation and evaluation of prediction models
are described, differentiating between the setting where all HPs are pre-specified (Sec-
tion 3) and the setting where one or more HPs are selected through tuning (Section 4).
Section 5 empirically illustrates the impact of different tuning and evaluation procedures
on the estimated model performance. Section 6 summarizes the key insights, discusses

the limitations of the empirical study, and outlines future research directions.

2 General concepts of predictive modeling using su-
pervised ML

2.1 Terminology and notation

The following terminology and notation is adapted from Bischl et al. (2023). Let Diain
be a labeled data set with n,; observations. Accordingly, each observation i (i =
1,...,n.,) consists of an outcome 3@ (i.e. the variable to be predicted, also referred
to as label or target) and a p-dimensional feature vector ® (i.e. the p variables used
to predict y®, also referred to as predictors), where y® and £ can take any value
from the outcome space ) and feature space X, respectively. Two common types of
prediction problems are regression, for which y® can be any real number (i.e. ) = R),
and classification, for which y® can be one of ¢ classes (i.e. ) is finite and categorical
with |Y| = g). We assume that the observations in Dy, are independent and have been
sampled from the same (unknown) probability distribution P,,,.

The general aim of supervised ML is to “learn” a model from the data set Di,a;, that is
able to predict the outcome values of new observations. Essentially, a prediction model
is a function f : X — RY that maps any observed feature vector @ to a prediction vector
f () in RY. The prediction vector f (x) either directly corresponds to the predicted
outcome value (e.g., for regression, where ¢ = 1), or can be transformed accordingly
(e.g., for classification, where f (x) corresponds to predicted probabilities for each class
and the predicted class could be the class with the highest probability). The prediction
model results from a learning pipeline Z, which uses the data set Dy, to find the function
f that yields the best predictions for the true outcome values in Dy.in. To stress that a

prediction model f is based on learning pipeline Z and data set Diain, We write ff train,



The prediction model fID rain can usually be parameterized, meaning that it is defined by

a set of parameters é?“am (simply denoted as 6 when data set and learning pipeline are
clear from context and @ when referring to the parameters prior to estimation).

There are two key processes associated with Z and ff train ywhich we will explore in more
detail throughout the paper: (i) the training process, in which the learning pipeline Z

train

is applied to Diaim and estimates the parameters HA;) and thus the prediction model
f? trein and (ii) the prediction process, in which fID rain ig used to make predictions for an
observation (whether from D, or from a new data set) with feature vector x, resulting
in f? train (). Note that to make predictions on a new data set, the outcome does not need
to be observed (it would only be necessary for evaluating those predictions). The training
and prediction process serve as the foundation for more complex processes related to the

development of prediction models, which we will address in Section 2.4.

2.2 Learning pipeline

Each learning pipeline Z contains a learning algorithm as a central component but can
also include several preprocessing steps that are performed before the algorithm is applied
to the data. Since preprocessing steps are a particular focus of this paper, we use the
term “learning pipeline” instead of the more common term “learner” to emphasize that
7 can consist of several components. Note that for now, we consider all components of 7

as fixed, but will discuss the case in which they can be modified in Section 2.3.

2.2.1 Learning algorithm

The choice of learning algorithm usually depends on the specific prediction problem. For
example, if the desired prediction model is a decision tree (which is the case for the real-
world prediction problem considered in Section 5), a possible algorithm choice is the well-
known Classification and Regression Tree algorithm (CART), which partitions the feature
space X by a sequence of binary splits into terminal nodes and assigns a prediction value
to each terminal node (Breiman et al., 1984). In this case, the parameters of the learning

train

algorithm contained in HA;) are the splitting rules that generate the tree structure (i.e.
which features are used with which threshold value) and the prediction values at each
terminal node. The learning algorithm can also consist of multiple individual algorithms
that are combined into one overall algorithm (e.g., random forests). These types of
algorithms are referred to as ensemble methods, but will not be discussed further in this
paper. In general, the choice of algorithm has a large impact on the hypothesis space of
the learning pipeline, i.e. the set of prediction models the learning pipeline can generate.
For example, selecting a standard linear regression as algorithm (with é?min containing

the regression coefficients) would imply that the corresponding learning pipeline would
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Figure 1: Example of a learning pipeline Z consisting of two preprocessing steps and
one learning algorithm. Left panel: HPs of the learning pipeline, with each HP set
to an example value. Middle panel: Training process, where the learning pipeline is
applied to the data set Dy to generate the prediction model ff train — Right panel:
Prediction process, where a prediction for an observation with feature vector « is obtained
by reapplying all preprocessing steps, followed by the prediction model resulting from the
learning algorithm (here: a decision tree).

not be able to learn prediction models that do not correspond to linear combinations of

the features (e.g., polynomials).

2.2.2 Preprocessing

While a data set can, in theory, be fed directly into the algorithm (i.e. the algorithm is
the only component of the learning pipeline), it typically undergoes some modification
first. This process can be referred to as data preprocessing and encompasses all the
steps taken to transform the data set from its rawest available form into the final form
provided as input to the learning algorithm (Kapoor et al., 2024). Data preprocessing
steps are usually performed to improve the performance of the resulting prediction model,
to enable the data to be (better) handled by the learning algorithm (Thomas, 2024), or
to improve the interpretability of the resulting prediction model. To better illustrate
different the characteristics of preprocessing steps and their implications on the training
and prediction process, we consider a simple learning pipeline as an example, which is
also depicted in Figure 1 (middle panel). It consists of two preprocessing steps, which

are followed by the CART algorithm. The first preprocessing step is the replacement of



missing feature values using mean imputation, and the second preprocessing step is the

log-transformation of features.

Parameterized vs. parameterless steps Based on this example learning pipeline,
we can make a first distinction between preprocessing steps. This distinction concerns
whether the steps have parameters estimated from Dy.;, (with these parameters included
in @) or whether they are parameterless and are carried out independently for each obser-
vation (Kapoor et al., 2024; Binder and Pfisterer, 2024). In the example, the replacement
of missing feature values is a parameterized preprocessing step, as it involves the param-
eter Oipmpute, representing the mean of all non-missing values estimated from Diyain. In
contrast, the log-transformation of features does not involve any parameters. Other ex-
amples of preprocessing steps with parameters include centering or scaling of features,
where parameters such as the mean or standard deviation are estimated from Diain. On
the other hand, creating a new feature by summing multiple features serves as another

example of a parameterless preprocessing step.

Application during prediction vs. training only The second key distinction in
preprocessing steps concerns whether they are applied only during the training process
as part of the learning pipeline or also during the prediction process. This distinction
is closely related to whether a preprocessing step modifies only the feature distribution
or also affects the outcome distribution. More formally, let y denote the outcome vector
in Dyain. If, after applying all preprocessing steps in the learning pipeline during train-
ing, y remains unchanged, we classify the step as affecting only the feature distribution.
Otherwise, the step affects the outcome distribution, for example, by removing or adding
observations or transforming outcome values.

We first consider preprocessing steps that affect only the feature distribution. These
comprise all preprocessing steps mentioned above, including those in the example learn-
ing pipeline. Additional examples are dimensionality reduction techniques (e.g., princi-
pal component analysis), feature selection, or data cleaning steps that do not alter the
outcome distribution (e.g., correction of errors in features) (Kuhn and Johnson, 2013;
Thomas, 2024). Preprocessing steps of this type must be applied not only during train-
ing but also during prediction, in the same sequence as in the learning pipeline. This
ensures that the model produced by the learning algorithm receives the data in the same
format during prediction as it did during training, preserving the validity of the model
(Binder and Pfisterer, 2024). This requirement implies that these steps are not only com-
ponents of the learning pipeline Z, but also part of the resulting prediction model f? train,

Consequently, if a learning pipeline Z includes h preprocessing steps that only affect the



feature distribution, the prediction model fID rain jg ot a single function but a function

composition of h + 1 functions (omitting Dyain and Z for simplicity of notation):

~ ~

Fror(fa( - (fi(@)))), (1)

where fhﬂ corresponds to the model resulting from the learning algorithm, and fh, N fl
reflect the h preprocessing steps. Accordingly, a more accurate name for a prediction
model would be prediction model pipeline, but for brevity, we will continue to use the
former. Returning to the example learning pipeline, the resulting prediction model is
a composition of three functions, f3(fo(fi(x))), where fi, fo, and f3 correspond to the
imputation step, the log-transformation step, and the decision tree model, respectively.
When making a prediction for one or more observations, all three functions must be ap-
plied (see Figure 1, right panel). Importantly, if any functions constituting the prediction
model are omitted during the prediction process, or if any preprocessing or algorithm pa-
rameters are re-estimated on a new data set for which predictions are to be made, the
validity of the prediction model may be compromised. However, in practice, this pitfall
is often unavoidable for users who wish to apply a model but were not involved in its
development, as studies introducing new prediction models frequently fail to report the
preprocessing steps performed prior to applying the learning algorithm (Kapoor et al.,
2024).

In contrast to preprocessing steps that only affect the feature distribution, preprocessing
steps that modify the outcome distribution are not necessarily applied during prediction.
Here, we must distinguish between steps aimed at improving compatibility with the learn-
ing algorithm and those intended to alter the scope or interpretation of the prediction
model. An example of the first type is (invertible) transformations applied to the outcome
during training, such as a log-transformation to reduce skewness. To ensure predictions
are returned on the correct scale, these transformations must be reversed during predic-
tion (Thomas, 2024). For instance, if the outcome was log-transformed during training,
the model will output log( 2= (z)), which must then be exponentiated to restore the
prediction to its original scale. Note that some other compatibility-focused steps are not
applied at all during prediction. In the context of classification problems, this includes
class-balancing steps such as oversampling, where observations from the least prevalent
clags are randomly resampled to overcome class imbalance effects during the training
process (see, e.g., Kuhn and Johnson, 2013 for more details). In the notation of the
prediction model as a function composition introduced above, preprocessing steps that
are applied only in their inverted form or not at all during prediction are represented as

inversion function or identity function, respectively.



In contrast, preprocessing steps that modify the outcome to alter the scope or inter-
pretation of the prediction model should be consistently applied during prediction. For
example, if a continuous outcome is discretized to convert a regression problem into a
classification problem (Hofman et al., 2023), this (irreversible) transformation must also
be applied to the true outcome during prediction in order to enable a meaningful com-
parison between the predictions and the actual outcome values. Such transformations of
the outcome are not part of the prediction model itself (which maps @ to predictions, not
y), but must be performed alongside the prediction process. Moreover, since the outcome
values are generally unknown when making predictions for observations from a new data
set that does not correspond to Di.in, these transformations are typically not actual
steps executed when making predictions but instead determine how the predictions are

interpreted.

2.3 Hyperparameters

Until now, we have assumed that the learning pipeline Z is fixed. However, individual
components of Z usually have several hyperparameters (HPs), which determine their
specific configuration and thus substantially influence the resulting prediction model.
This also applies to the learning pipeline example considered in the previous section,
for which possible HPs are shown in the left panel of Figure 1 (see below for further
explanation). In contrast to the parameters @, which are estimated as outputs of the
learning pipeline, the HPs serve as inputs. This means that they must be specified before

the learning pipeline is applied to the data set (Bischl et al., 2023).

2.3.1 Additional notation for HPs

The following notation is based on Feurer and Hutter (2019). We denote the jth HP of a
learning pipeline as A;, which is selected from its domain A; (i.e. A; € A;). The domain
of A; can generally be real-valued, integer-valued, binary, or categorical, as we will see
in the examples given below. All J HPs of a learning pipeline can be summarized as a
vector A = (Aq,..., ;) and their overall configuration space as A = A; x Ag--- X Ay
(with A € A). Note that A may contain conditionality, meaning that some HPs might
only be relevant when one or more other HPs are set to a certain value (see below for
examples).

As described in Section 2.2, the learning pipeline consists of several preprocessing steps
and a learning algorithm. We can consequently differentiate between preprocessing and
algorithm HPs, which we denote as Ap and Ay (i.e. A= (Ap, A4)).



2.3.2 Algorithm HPs

Each learning algorithm usually has several HPs, which are specified by the software
package used and can have a large impact on its complexity, speed, and other impor-
tant properties of the algorithm (Bischl et al., 2023). For example, the HPs of the
CART algorithm include the minimum number of observations in any terminal node
(Aminbucket), the maximum tree depth, with the root node counted as depth 0 (Anazdeptn),
and the factor by which a split needs to decrease the overall lack of fit to be attempted
(Aep) (Therneau and Atkinson, 2022). In the CART implementation of the R package
mlr3 (Lang et al., 2019), the respective HP domains are Ainpucket = {1, -+, Rpain
Aazdeptn = {1, ..., 30} (both being integer-valued domains), and A., = [0, 1] (real-valued
domain). Most algorithm HPs have default values that are specified by the software in
which they are implemented (e.g., in m1r3, Ainpucker = 7 per default).

Note that since there is usually more than one algorithm suitable for a given prediction
problem, the choice of algorithm can also be seen as an HP of the learning pipeline (with
the HPs associated with each algorithm representing conditional HPs that are only rel-
evant when the respective algorithm is used; Bischl et al., 2023). This creates an even
more flexible but also complex learning pipeline, which is why, in this paper, we assume

that the algorithm has already been selected.

2.3.3 Preprocessing HPs
As mentioned above, it is not only possible to specify learning algorithm HPs, but also
preprocessing HPs (Binder and Pfisterer, 2024; Bischl et al., 2023). In principle, when-
ever multiple options exist for performing a preprocessing step, these options can be
considered as different HP values of the respective preprocessing step.

First, the choice of whether a preprocessing step PS'is applied at all can be considered as a
binary HP Apg with Apg = {yes, no} (e.g., whether features should be log-transformed or
not). Second, there is often more than one possible option for performing a preprocessing
step. For example, the influence of outliers in features can be reduced by replacing all val-
ues that are outside the range [Zin, Tmaz) DY Tmin and Ty, respectively (“winsorizing”;
Steyerberg, 2019). There are different options to specify %, and 4., which means
that A, . and A
2019 suggests percentiles such as A

are HPs of the winsorizing preprocessing step (e.g., Steyerberg,
= 99th percentile).

Tmax

= 1st percentile and A

Tmin Tmazx

Several possible options also exist for the imputation of missing feature values. For ex-
ample, imputation can be based on the feature’s mean or median, or on a sampled value
from its empirical distribution (as illustrated in Thomas, 2024). This constitutes a (cat-
egorical) preprocessing HP Ajppute With Ajppuze = {mean, median, sample, . ..}.

Another typical example for a preprocessing step with many possible options is feature

10



selection. To define HPs in this context, we have to differentiate between filter and wrap-
per methods (the following explanations are based on Wright, 2024, who also provides
more details and additional examples). Filter methods are preprocessing steps that assign
a numeric score to each feature (e.g., the correlation coefficient p between each feature
and the outcome) and select a set of features according to this score (e.g., all features
with p > 0.2). Consequently, the set of selected features is the parameter of the filter (i.e.
O titter, With, e.g., éfmer = {x¢, s, T21, Ta5}), while its specific configuration can be modi-
fied by its HPs. For example, there are different options to define the score (A fiyer, , With
Atitter, = {correlation, variance, importance score, ...}) and to select the features based
on their score (Afiter,, With Afiyer, = {top r features, all features with a score > 7,...},
where r and 7 themselves are HPs that are conditional on gy, ). Instead of using
filter methods, it is also possible to directly specify the set of features that should be
selected. In this case, the set of selected features is an input rather than an output of
the learning pipeline, and is therefore the HP (A feqtures) of the feature selection step. For
example, if only the features x4, 9, and x5, should be used by the learning algorithm,
then Afeatures = {6, o, T21}. In many applications, Afeqrures 1S not specified once by the
user, but different values of Afeqrures are tried and evaluated on Dyain. This process is
referred to as a wrapper method, but is, in fact, a special case of HP tuning, which will
be discussed in Section 4.1.

Note that the individual HP values can also be application-specific. For example, in the
real-world prediction problem considered in Section 5, several options for aggregating
17 individual features covering physical symptoms, psycho-social burden, family needs,
and practical problems of palliative care patients to a sum score are reasonable (see Sec-
tion 5.2.2).

In addition to specifying the preprocessing steps, the order in which they appear in the
learning pipeline can technically be considered an HP as well. For instance, in the learn-
ing pipeline shown in Figure 1, the log-transformation step could also be applied before
the imputation step, resulting in a different éimpute and, therefore, potentially a different
prediction model. However, we will not consider this type of preprocessing HP further in
the remainder of this paper.

As already indicated by the examples above, many preprocessing HPs are conditional
and A

vant when winsorizing is the chosen method to reduce the influence of feature outliers,

on other preprocessing HPs (e.g., the winsorizing HPs A are only rele-

Tmin Tmax

which could also be implemented by transforming the features instead). Moreover, in
contrast to algorithm HPs, preprocessing HPs often cannot be set by a single software
function argument (for example, all HPs of the CART algorithm named in the previous

section can be specified within a single R function, using, e.g., the argument minbucket

11



for Ainbucker); instead, in many cases, the different options for a specific preprocessing
step are implemented by different software packages. Consequently, there is often no
formal HP domain, and defining the domain such that it contains all possible HP values
may not even be feasible (e.g., for Ajppute, defining Ajppue would require collecting all
available methods for imputing missing values). Moreover, many preprocessing HPs do
not have a formal default value, although the option of not applying a preprocessing step
(if applicable and not leading to an error) seems to be a reasonable default value that we
will adopt in the following.

In contrast to algorithm HPs, it seems that preprocessing HPs — apart from those related
to feature selection — are rarely discussed or referred to as such in ML applications (see,
e.g., the systematic reviews of Dhiman et al., 2022a and Andaur Navarro et al., 2023,
where such terms were not mentioned). ML methods research usually also focuses on
algorithm HPs rather than preprocessing HPs. An exception is the benchmark study by
Stitber et al. (2023), which, among other factors, examines the impact of using principal

component analysis in radiomics-based survival analysis.

2.3.4 Selection of HPs

While it is usually possible to leave all HPs at their respective default value, it is com-
mon to modify them in an attempt to optimize the prediction model generated by the
learning pipeline. This can also be necessary if there is no specified default value. The
term “optimization” here often refers to the predictive performance of the model but can
also take into account other criteria such as simplicity, interpretability, or runtime to gen-
erate the model (Domingos, 2012; Pfob et al., 2022; de Hond et al., 2022; Bischl et al.,
2023). Note that the selection of HPs can be considered a “researcher degree of freedom”
(Simmons et al., 2011), as it is one of many choices that users must make throughout
the model development process (other choices are, e.g., how predictive performance is
assessed; Hofman et al., 2017; Klau et al., 2019; Hosseini et al., 2020).

We can distinguish between two primary types of HP selection: data-independent and
data-dependent procedures. Data-independent HP selection does not make use of the data
set Diain and is ideally based on the user’s knowledge about the data set and learning al-
gorithm. For example, sensible algorithm HPs can be selected when users are experienced
with the learning algorithm or when corresponding recommendations from the literature
(e.g., previous benchmark studies) are available (Bartz et al., 2023; Bischl et al., 2023).
Similarly, some preprocessing HPs may be inferred from substantive knowledge about
the data set (e.g., which set of features should be selected) or knowledge about how the
learning algorithm is affected by certain data set characteristics (e.g., whether the al-

gorithm is sensitive to outliers in features, which requires some form of transformation;

12



Kuhn and Johnson, 2013). An example of data-independent HP selection on the basis of
model simplicity is the specification of the maximum tree depth in the real-world predic-
tion problem considered in Section 5, where the project team set the HP to Aazdeptn = 4
to ensure that the resulting decision tree can be implemented in clinical practice.

In cases where users have insufficient knowledge about the data and learning algorithm to
ensure a reasonable HP selection, but wish to avoid arbitrary or default HP values, it is
possible to use the data set Diain to select optimal HP values. This process corresponds
to a data-dependent HP selection, but terms such as HP tuning and (data-driven) HP
optimization are more common (e.g., Bischl et al., 2023; Probst et al., 2019; Bartz et al.,
2023). We will accordingly use the term HP tuning in the remainder of this paper. Note
that HP tuning implies that not only the parameters @ are estimated from the data set
Dirain, but also one or more HPs in A. HP tuning thus generally complicates model gen-
eration and evaluation, which will be described in more detail in Section 4.

Importantly, there are HPs that should not be selected through tuning. For learning al-
gorithms, this includes, for example, the number of trees (Ayum.irees) in the random forest
algorithm for classification problems: Due to the monotonous relation between A, trees
and model performance in most cases, the largest computationally feasible number of
trees should be chosen (Probst and Boulesteix, 2018). Regarding preprocessing HPs, this
typically applies to those associated with steps that alter the scope or interpretation of
the prediction model (see Section 2.2.2). As such steps require careful specification, the
corresponding HPs should be set based on user expertise (i.e. data-independently) rather
than determined through tuning.

To indicate how the value of a HP ); has been specified, we write )@» if the value is left
at default value or selected independently of the data, and )\%I if the value was chosen

through tuning.

2.4 Model development processes

The development of ML-based prediction models generally involves two key processes: (i)
the generation of the prediction model fP (model generation) and (ii) the evaluation
of its predictive performance (model evaluation). Given our focus on HPs and their
selection, we distinguish between two settings in the remainder of this paper. In Setting
I, all HPs of the learning pipeline are pre-specified (i.e. either set to default values or
selected independently of the data). In Setting II, one or more HPs are selected through
tuning.

Before explaining the principles and potential pitfalls of model generation and evaluation

for both settings in Sections 3 and 4, we first clarify their general concepts.
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2.4.1 Model generation

We refer to the model generation process as the set of processes required to obtain the
final prediction model f? train  In Setting I, the model generation process consists of a
single training process, where the parameters that define the final prediction model are
estimated from Dy, using the learning pipeline Z with pre-specified HPs. In Setting
II, where one or more HPs are selected through tuning, the model generation process
consists of a tuning process conducted on Dyain (Which yields the tuned HPs), followed
by a training process, where, similar to Setting I, the parameters of the final prediction

model are estimated from D;,.i, using the learning pipeline Z with tuned HPs.

2.4.2 Model evaluation

Once the final prediction model ff train has been generated, the next important step
is its evaluation. Since many algorithms yield black-box models that cannot be easily
interpreted — and are thus difficult to assess for plausibility without additional tools
(see, e.g., Molnar, 2022) — a key quantity in the evaluation of a model is its prediction
error. In the context of this work, we will accordingly use the term “model evaluation”
synonymously with determining a model’s prediction error. The prediction error indicates
how well a model performs on new observations that are independently drawn from the
same distribution as the observations in Dy, (i.e. from P, ). It is specified with respect
to a loss function L, which assesses the discrepancy between true outcomes and predictions

and constitutes the performance measure. Formally, the prediction error of ff rain can be

defined as
PE(f7"") = Eg )by, [L(f7 " (), y)] (2)

(Hastie et al., 2009; Boulesteix et al., 2015; Bischl et al., 2023). The loss function L can
be chosen according to the prediction problem being addressed. For instance, a common
choice for L in regression problems is the squared loss. In this case, the prediction error
reflects the well-known mean squared error (MSE). Note that in equation (2), we assume
for simplicity that L corresponds to a point-wise loss function, although many commonly
used performance measures (e.g., the area under the receiver operating characteristic
curve, AUC) would necessitate a more general definition (provided in Bischl et al., 2023).
Nonetheless, all following statements regarding the prediction error hold regardless of this
simplified (and more common) representation.

An estimate of the prediction error in equation (2) can be obtained by using ff train £0
make predictions for an additional data set with new observations drawn from P, (re-
ferred to as test data set Dyes;). The prediction error can then be estimated by evaluating
the loss function L for each observation and calculating the average across all observa-

tions (again, assuming a point-wise loss; Bischl et al., 2023; Hastie et al., 2009). The
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resulting prediction error estimate for fID train can be denoted as @( ff rain Diest). Note
that the outcome values for D must be observed; otherwise, the loss function L cannot
be evaluated.

The requirement for an additional data set, Dy, for model evaluation can be challenging
in applications where data resources are limited. Denoting D as the only available data
set at the time of model generation and evaluation, there are two general approaches for
defining Dyrain and Diegt: (i) all available data are used for model generation, in which
case Dieg is inevitably a subset of Dipain (6. Dyain = D and Dyesy € Dirain), or (ii) the
model is generated on a (proper) subset of the available data, with the remaining subset
held back for model evaluation (i.e. Dipain C D and Dyesy = D \ Dyrain). For the first
approach, there are several ways to define Dy, each leading to a different evaluation
procedure, which will be detailed in Section 3.2 (Setting I) and Section 4.2 (Setting II).
Depending on the chosen evaluation procedure, a potential issue can be data leak-
age, which occurs whenever information about the designated Di. is improperly avail-
able during the generation of the model to be evaluated (Kapoor and Narayanan, 2023;
Kapoor et al., 2024; Kaufman et al., 2012; Rosenblatt et al., 2024; Hornung et al., 2023).
Since in this case, the observations in Dy no longer truly represent new observations to
which the model will be applied and the model thus has an unfair advantage when pre-
dicting these observations, the resulting prediction error estimate can be optimistically
biased. Kapoor and Narayanan (2023) identify three general types of data leakage, which
may arise from: (i) overlap between the data used for model generation and evaluation,
(ii) violation of the assumption that all observations are independently drawn from the
same distribution, or (iii) use of illegitimate features. In this paper, we will focus on
overlap-induced data leakage but provide additional information on the other two types
in Supplementary Section A. Furthermore, we encounter an example of one of the other
types in our empirical illustration in Section 5.

Finally, note that in some applications of ML (e.g., in the context of healthcare research),
the process of assessing a model’s performance on observations from PP, is referred to as
internal validation. This is in contrast to external validation, which evaluates how well
the model predicts observations from different distributions (e.g., different time points
or healthcare settings; de Hond et al., 2022; Collins et al., 2024a; Van Royen et al., 2023;
Van Calster et al., 2023). As external validation is recommended to be performed in sub-
sequent research only after successful internal validation (Collins et al., 2024a), we will
focus on internal validation in this paper. Note that, in general, the term “evaluation”
should be preferred over “validation” as the latter suggests that a “validated model” has

a low prediction error, which is not necessarily the case (Collins et al., 2024a).
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3 Setting I: Pre-specified HPs

In this section, we describe the model generation and evaluation process for Setting I.
We accordingly assume that the learning pipeline Z is configured by HP values that are
either set to their default values or selected independently of the data, i.e. A = Al. This

aspect is emphasized by denoting the learning pipeline as Z,:.

3.1 Model generation

As stated in Section 2.4, the model generation process in Setting I consists of a single
training process. Moreover, as already outlined, “training” refers to the learning pipeline
estimating the parameters @ (which constitute the prediction model) from Dyni,. For
brevity, we will also refer to this process as “training the prediction model” although it is
the learning pipeline that is being trained and subsequently yields the prediction model.
Importantly, all parameters in @ must be estimated, including those from preprocessing
steps. The estimation of preprocessing parameters follows the sequence of their corre-
sponding steps in the learning pipeline Z,:. This process is specified by the respective
preprocessing step. For example, in the case of mean imputation, the corresponding pa-
rameter estimate is found by calculating the mean of all non-missing observations of the
corresponding feature.

The parameters of the learning algorithm are usually estimated based on a loss function [
that measures the discrepancy between the true outcome and a prediction vector for each
observation 7, i.e. I(y®, f(x?)). The algorithm parameters are then found by minimizing
S min [y f(23)) (see, e.g, Bischl et al., 2023 or Bartz et al., 2023 for more details).
For example, in a regression problem where the learning algorithm corresponds to the
CART algorithm, the splitting rules are found by minimizing the sum of squared errors
and the prediction value for each terminal node corresponds to the mean of all outcome
values in the respective node (Breiman et al., 1984). Note that the loss function [ may,
but does not necessarily have to, align with the loss function L from Section 2.4.2, which
is used to estimate the prediction error.

When estimating the parameters, the learning pipeline may not only capture the signal
but it

may also erroneously learn the specific pattern of noise (i.e. unexplained variation) in

in Dirain Which represents the true underlying data-generating mechanism IP,,,
Dirain- The resulting prediction model is too adapted to Dirain and will perform worse
on new observations (drawn from P,,) than on the observations in Diy,,. This is a well-
known problem in prediction model training and is commonly referred to as overfitting
(e.g., Hastie et al., 2009; Kuhn and Johnson, 2013; Steyerberg, 2019; Bischl et al., 2023;
Poldrack et al., 2020; de Hond et al., 2022). The risk of obtaining an overfitted prediction
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model depends on both the data set Dy (specifically on its signal-to-noise ratio, which
tends to decrease as the number of observations decreases), and on the learning pipeline
Z,1 used to train the model (Poldrack et al., 2020; Lones, 2024). The association between
the characteristics of a learning pipeline and its tendency to overfit is not straightforward,
but is related to factors such as the size of its hypothesis space (i.e. the number of predic-
tion models that can be trained by Z,1) and the procedure by which the model is chosen
from the hypothesis space (e.g., whether the hypothesis space is searched exhaustively;
Domingos, 2012). These factors can vary greatly between learning pipelines, especially
depending on the type of learning algorithm and the chosen HP values. Note that the
learning pipeline may also suffer from underfitting rather than overfitting, which occurs if
it is not flexible enough to adequately model the underlying data-generating mechanism
(Hastie et al., 2009).

As mentioned above, after training the learning pipeline once (and only once) on Dyain,
the generation of the final prediction model is completed. This implies that if the model
is found to have a poor predictive performance in the subsequent evaluation (e.g., due
to over- or underfitting), the result either has to be accepted or the HPs of the learning
pipeline have to be modified based on the evaluation result. However, users should be
aware that the latter approach corresponds to Setting II, which has different implica-
tions for model evaluation (Section 4). We denote the final prediction model as f?;ai“ to

emphasize that it is the result of training a learning pipeline configured with HP values

Al

3.2 Model evaluation

As outlined in Section 2.4.2, evaluating the prediction model ff;lrai“ requires a test data

set Diest, Which is used to estimate the model’s prediction error. In that section, it was
also stated that evaluation procedures can be differentiated based on whether model
generation (which corresponds to model training in Setting I) has been performed on all
available data (with Dyain = D and Diest € Dyrain) Or only on a (proper) subset of the
available data (with Dyain € D and Diest = D \ Diain)- In the following sections, we
examine the implications for model evaluation in more detail for both approaches. An

additional graphical overview is provided in Figure 2.

3.2.1 Evaluation of a model generated on all available data

Apparent error A straightforward way to evaluate a prediction model trained on all
available data is to estimate its prediction error using the same data set, i.e. Diain =
Diest = D. The resulting prediction error estimate is referred to as apparent error (see

Figure 2, model evaluation a). As explained in Section 2.4.2, data leakage is present
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Figure 2: Overview of different model evaluation procedures and their relation to the
model generation process if all HPs are pre-specified. Data leakage is present if any
subset of Dy used for prediction error estimation has also been employed to generate
the evaluated prediction model (which is not necessarily the final model). In the figure,
the point at which data “leaks” into the model evaluation is marked by the red caution
symbol.

when information about the designated Dy is present during model generation. For
the apparent error, this is clearly the case, as Diu is equal to Dirain. As a consequence,
the apparent error is not able to detect any overfitting of the model (since the specific
pattern of noise in Dy,.i, exactly corresponds to that in Dies ) and will therefore be affected
by a (possibly substantial) optimistic bias. Although this evaluation procedure is well-
known to be flawed and has been frequently warned against in literature (e.g., Efron, 1986;
Kuhn and Johnson, 2013; Hastie et al., 2009; Poldrack et al., 2020; Collins et al., 2024a),
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it is often still the only prediction error estimate that is reported in studies presenting

new prediction models (Kapoor and Narayanan, 2023; Poldrack et al., 2020).

Resampling error To avoid the optimistic bias caused by the overlap between Dy, i,
and Dy, several procedures exist that partition Dip.in one or multiple times into two
subsets for evaluation purposes, while still training the final prediction model on the
full data set. These procedures can be referred to as resampling methods and the re-
sulting estimate as resampling error (see Figure 2, model evaluation b). The following
description is based on Simon (2007), Kuhn and Johnson (2013), Bischl et al. (2023), and
Casalicchio and Burk (2024); see their work for more details.

The simplest resampling method is the holdout or split-sample method, where Dy, is
randomly split into two subsets with different purposes: One subset, denoted as Dy,
is used to retrain the same learning pipeline Z,: that has been used to obtain the final
prediction model. This results in an additional prediction model ff}f{"‘i“, whose prediction
error is then estimated on the second subset, which serves as Di.s;. The holdout method
essentially has two drawbacks, whose impact on the prediction error varies according to
the split ratio and the absolute number of observations in Dj ; and Dies (denoted as

Niain and . ). First, while the holdout method ensures a clean separation between
DI

train

and Dy, it does not evaluate the actual prediction model trained on Dy, but

/
train»

the additional prediction model trained on D which does not necessarily coincide
with the former. Since the additional prediction model is trained on fewer observations
(i.e. Nipain < Mirain)» €Stimating its prediction error on Dy yields a pessimistically biased
estimate for the prediction error of ff;lfai“. Second, the smaller n,., the more the pre-
diction error estimate varies depending on which observations are assigned to Dieg; (i.e.
the higher the variance of the holdout estimator). As a consequence, specifying the split
ratio for the holdout method requires a careful trade-off between bias and variance.

A commonly-used variation of holdout is k-fold cross-validation (CV), where Dipain is
randomly split into k subsets (or folds) of approximately the same size, with 5 or 10 be-
ing typical choices for k. Based on the k splits, the procedure described for the holdout
method is repeated k times: In each repetition (in this context also referred to as resam-
pling iteration), the learning pipeline is trained on k — 1 subsets of Dyain (constituting

DI

train

set (constituting Dyes;). The final prediction error estimate is obtained by averaging the

), and the prediction error of the resulting model is estimated on the remaining sub-

k prediction error estimates, which leads to the CV estimator having a smaller variance
than a holdout estimator with the same split ratio. However, the prediction error esti-
mate resulting from CV is also pessimistically biased because the evaluated prediction

models are again trained on less than n,,;, observations, although this bias decreases
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with increasing & (nf,,, = 52 - Nyain)-

Other common resampling methods include repeated versions of holdout and CV (to re-
duce the variance of the corresponding estimator) and bootstrapping. Repeated holdout

and bootstrapping are similar in their execution, except that for repeated holdout, the

/
train

observations constituting D in each resampling iteration are drawn without replace-

ment, while they are drawn with replacement for bootstrapping.

As stated above, all resampling methods require the learning pipeline to be retrained

/
train’

on one or multiple subsets D
DI

train

each of which is a (proper) subset of Dy, (i-e.
C Dyain). In this context, a flawed evaluation procedure would be to apply
all preprocessing steps on the full data set Dy, and retrain only the learning algo-

rithm on D!

frain during resampling. This “incomplete resampling” (Simon et al., 2003)

results in another form of data leakage, as in each resampling iteration, the observa-
tions in the respective Dy subset have already been used to train part of the learning
pipeline (i.e. the preprocessing steps). Incomplete resampling has been frequently warned
against in the literature (e.g., Kapoor et al., 2024; Poldrack et al., 2020; Pfob et al., 2022;
de Hond et al., 2022; Hofman et al., 2023), and the resulting optimistic bias has been
demonstrated by illustrations on real data (e.g., Hornung et al., 2015; Rosenblatt et al.,
2024) and corrected reanalyses of published studies (e.g., Neunhoeffer and Sternberg,
2019; Kapoor and Narayanan, 2023). Yet, it still seems to be a common pitfall in the
evaluation of prediction models (see Kapoor and Narayanan, 2023 and references therein),
which is probably caused by a lack of understanding of its implications. In addition, if the
learning pipeline is not implemented as a single object that can be trained with a single
function call such as train(learning pipeline) (e.g., this is possible in R with the m1r3
or recipes package by Lang et al., 2019 and Kuhn et al., 2024), each preprocessing step
must be manually repeated in every resampling iteration. In such cases, users may con-
sider incomplete resampling a time-saving shortcut, without realizing that it introduces
data leakage. To avoid incomplete resampling, every component of the learning pipeline,
including the preprocessing steps, must be retrained in each resampling iteration. The
only preprocessing steps that can be safely applied to the full data set prior to resampling
are those that are both parameterless and precede the first parameterized preprocessing

step in the learning pipeline.

3.2.2 Evaluation of a model generated on a subset of the available data

If the final prediction model has been trained on a subset of the available data (i.e.
Dirain C D), its prediction error can be estimated using the remaining observations as
Diest (see Figure 2, model evaluation c). This means that the training process does not

need to be repeated, as there is no need to use resampling methods. Note that this
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procedure is technically equivalent to the holdout method introduced above, except that
the model trained on Dy, which corresponds to Dy, in the holdout method above,
is the final prediction model and has not only been trained for evaluation purposes.
Accordingly, the procedure is referred to as holdout or split-sample method as well,
which can make it difficult to infer which procedure was used when the evaluation result
of a model is reported. We use the terms temporary holdout (described in Section 3.2.1)
and permanent holdout (described here) to distinguish the two procedures.

In principle, most points discussed in the previous section affecting temporary holdout
(including data leakage due to incomplete resampling) also apply to permanent holdout.
Again, the only difference is that, for the temporary holdout, the model trained on a
subset of the available data is used solely for evaluation purposes, whereas it serves as
the final prediction model for the permanent holdout. Consequently, the prediction error
estimate derived from the permanent holdout is not pessimistically biased; instead, it is
an unbiased estimate of a prediction error that is indeed higher (i.e. worse) than that of a
model using all available data. Since not using all available data for training the prediction
model essentially corresponds to a loss of important information, the permanent holdout
method is only recommended if the number of observations in D is sufficiently large, or if
repeating the training process is computationally expensive or infeasible (Collins et al.,
2024a).

4 Setting II: HPs selected through tuning

In this section, we review the model generation and evaluation process for Setting II,

where one or more HPs are selected through tuning.

4.1 Model generation

4.1.1 Overview

HP tuning generally aims to improve the predictive performance of a model (Bischl et al.,
2023; Probst et al., 2019). Using the terminology introduced in Section 2.4.2, this corre-
sponds to finding the HP configuration that minimizes the model’s prediction error. To
simplify notation, we will assume for now that all HPs are to be tuned, but will revisit
the scenario where this does not apply later in this section. Under this assumption, the

HP tuning problem can be formalized as:

A

A* = argmin PE(ff;”““), (3)
XEA
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where fID,\“ai“ is the final prediction model resulting from training the learning pipeline
7 configured with HPs A, and A* denotes the theoretical optimum (Bischl et al., 2023).
The lowest prediction error (i.e. the best performance) that can be achieved using A* as
HP configuration depends on several factors, such as the HPs to be tuned, the selected
learning algorithm, the performance measure, and the prediction problem in general
(Probst et al., 2019). Note that in the following, we refer to the prediction error of a
model that results from training a learning pipeline determined by a candidate HP con-
figuration A9, i.e. ff;(f:)i“, simply as the prediction error of A for brevity. It should also
be noted that equation (3) represents the standard case of single-objective HP tuning,
i.e. the optimization is performed with respect to one performance measure. However,
HP tuning can also be conducted based on multiple performance measures or additional
criteria such as model simplicity (Bischl et al., 2023; Dunias et al., 2024). Since such
multi-objective HP tuning poses further challenges, we will only consider single-objective
tuning in this paper.

While there exist different tuning procedures, the general model generation process in-
volving tuning can be described as follows: given a set of C' candidate HP configurations
(selected before or during the tuning process), each HP configuration A9 (¢ =1,...,C)

is evaluated on Dy, by employing one of the model evaluation procedures introduced

!
train

in Section 3.2.1. Accordingly, Di;ain is split into D and Dy (either once or multiple

times), which are then used for training (Dj,,;,) and prediction error estimation (Dyest)-

train
In other words, the model evaluation that is performed once with A = A! in Setting I to
assess the prediction error of the final prediction model is performed multiple times for
each candidate configuration (i.e. with A = )\(C)) in the tuning process of Setting II. After
having evaluated all candidate HP configurations, the HP configuration with the lowest
(i.e. best) prediction error estimate is used as the final HP configuration. Following the
notation introduced in Section 2.3.4, we refer to this configuration as A™. Note that A is
also commonly denoted as X, since it is an estimate of A* (Bischl et al., 2023). However,
we adhere to A to clearly distinguish it from Setting I, where A = X', After setting
X = A", the learning pipeline Z,u undergoes a final training on Dy, Which yields the

final prediction model fPrin

1
Note that while the tuni;lg process already results in a prediction error estimate for the
final prediction model (the estimate based on which A was selected during tuning) this
value is not necessarily adopted as the final model evaluation result, as we will discuss in
Section 4.2. In fact, it is also possible to use different performance measures for the pre-
diction error estimation performed during tuning and the evaluation of the final model,
but, for the sake of simplicity, we will assume that they are the same.

To summarize, during the model generation in Setting II, both the HPs A and the pa-

22



rameters 0 of the final prediction model are optimized using the data set Dy,.in. However,
the optimization is not performed jointly: first, the HPs A are optimized in the tuning
process. Second, the parameters € are optimized in one (final) training process. Note
that HPs are still an input of the learning pipeline, but can be seen as an output of the
tuning process.

If only a subset of the HPs A are to be tuned, the tuning process described above is
applied exclusively to those HPs, while the pre-specified HPs remain fixed throughout
the process. For example, assume that from all J HPs in A, the HPs A;.; = Ay, ..\ are
pre-specified and the HPs Ajy1.; = Ajy1,..., Ay are to be tuned. In this case, the tuning
process yields a HP configuration )\;IH: 7, and the final prediction model is trained with
ALj = )\Ilzj and Aji1.5 = )\;IH: 7. Since the tuning process is conceptually the same when
not all HPs are optimized — untuned HPs are simply kept fixed — we will continue to
assume that all HPs are tuned to maintain notational simplicity.

When choosing a tuning procedure, it is important to consider that the tuning process is
limited in terms of both data availability and computation time: First, as outlined above,
cach candidate HP configuration, A, is evaluated using one of the evaluation procedures
described in Section 3.2.1 for Setting I. As explained there, the specified Dy, and Dyes
subsets contain a limited number of observations (i.e. n} ., and ny .y < N.;,) and could
overlap, potentially leading to unreliable prediction error estimates for each A, Second,
the computational budget available for the tuning process is typically limited, which re-
stricts both the number of evaluated HP configurations and the time spent evaluating
each configuration (i.e. estimating its prediction error). Due to these limitations and
the resulting trade-offs (discussed in more detail in Section 4.1.3), choosing an adequate
tuning procedure is often non-trivial. Yet, guidance is still lacking and many of the ex-
isting recommendations are based on rules of thumb rather than empirical benchmarks
(see Bischl et al., 2023 for an overview). Inadequate tuning procedures can result in a
A" that yields a final prediction model with worse prediction error than A* (potentially
even worse than setting all HPs to their default values) and/or an overly time-consuming
tuning process (i.e. a more efficient tuning procedure could have achieved the same

prediction error in less time).

4.1.2 Automated vs. manual tuning

Before describing different tuning procedures in more detail, we note that their specifi-
cation generally depends on whether the tuning process is fully automated or performed
manually. We consider the tuning process as automated if the relevant tuning components
only need to be specified as a function argument, which is possible in several ML software

frameworks (see Bischl et al., 2023 for an overview). In contrast, we refer to the tuning
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process as manual if the candidate HP configurations are evaluated by repeatedly calling
the same function(s), altering only the argument that specifies the HP configuration.
Compared to automated tuning, manual tuning is more time-consuming, error-prone,
and less reproducible, as it is usually an informal and unsystematic process. On the
other hand, automated tuning is usually more difficult to implement and requires more
programming expertise than manual tuning. As a consequence, although manual tun-
ing is generally advised against (e.g., Bartz et al., 2023; Bischl et al., 2023), it is likely
still a common yet often unreported approach in many ML applications (Hosseini et al.,
2020; Hofman et al., 2023; Lones, 2024). Note that this may be particularly true for
the tuning of preprocessing HPs Ap: As discussed in Section 2.3.3, preprocessing HPs
are often not identified as HPs. Consequently, users trying out different preprocessing
options might not be aware that this corresponds to (manual) HP tuning and could be
automated. Moreover, if the HPs to be tuned include application-specific preprocessing
HPs, the barrier to using automated tuning is further increased, as these HPs may not
yet be integrated into the corresponding software and require custom implementation.
As a consequence, given the potentially different characteristics of the tuned HPs (espe-
cially preprocessing HPs Ap vs. algorithm HPs A4), we cannot rule out that in practice,
they are selected by a combination of automated and manual tuning (see Section 5.2.3

for a concrete example).

4.1.3 Tuning procedures

As stated above, the selected tuning procedure will affect both the duration of the tuning
process and the prediction error of the final prediction model. In the following, we will
review the individual components that characterize each tuning procedure and describe

how they impact the tuning process.

Search space When tuning an HP );, it is often not reasonable to consider all pos-
sible HP values (i.e. all values in A;). For example, this applies if certain values of \;
are already known to cause overfitting or convergence issues. Moreover, when J; is a
preprocessing HP, A; may not even be formally specified (see Section 2.3.3). To perform
HP tuning, it is thus essential to specify a search space /~\j for each HP, where /~\j is
a bounded subset of A; and determines the HP values that are considered for tuning
(Bischl et al., 2023). For example, if the HPs of the CART algorithm, A., and Ainsplit
with A., = [0, 1] and Asinpucket = {1, - - -, Nyain }» are tuned, their search spaces could be
defined as /~\cp = [0.001,0.1] and Ainbucker = {5,...,25}. The (overall) search space of
all J HPs is denoted as A = Ay x -+ x A.

It is important to consider that defining a search space A restricts the tuning process to

finding the optimal HP configuration within A, denoted as 5\*, and not within A, i.e. A*.
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Given a search space A, the tuning problem specified in equation (3) thus updates to

A= argmin PE(]‘?;”““). (4)
AeA

Choosing a search space involves the following trade-off: If the search space is too small,
the prediction error achieved by X" and A* may differ greatly. On the other hand, if
the search space is too large, this decreases the chance of finding A (or a HP configu-
ration that leads to a comparable prediction error) within a given computational budget
(Bischl et al., 2023).

Note that in contrast to automated tuning, the search space is usually not formally spec-
ified when performing manual tuning and may be extended during the tuning process
(e.g., when the user initially planned to try two preprocessing options but then comes up

with an additional option during tuning).

Termination criterion Unless the specified search space Ais very small such as when
only a few categorical HPs are tuned, evaluating all HP configurations in the search
space can be computationally challenging, or even infeasible. For example, even if A,
and A\pinpucker are the only HPs being tuned, with the search spaces as specified above and
/N\cp being searched in increments of 0.001, C' = 100 x 21 = 2100 candidate HP configura-
tions would need to be evaluated. Accordingly, one or several criteria must be specified
to terminate the tuning process once it is met. The trade-off to consider when choosing
a termination criterion is that the tuning process should neither stop before finding 5\*,
nor should it continue longer than necessary, which would result in an inefficient use
of resources and, as we will discuss below, increase the risk of overtuning (Bischl et al.,
2023).

In automated tuning procedures, commonly-used criteria are based on the number of
evaluations or the runtime. However, additional criteria such as reaching a certain per-
formance level or stagnation of performance might also be reasonable (Bartz et al., 2023;
Bischl et al., 2023). Similar termination criteria, though often more intuitive than for-
mally specified, may also exist for manual tuning when, for example, the user stops
searching when satisfied by the reached performance level or gives up searching after a

certain amount of time.

Search strategy Since in many cases, only a subset of all HP configurations in the
search space can be evaluated before the tuning process is terminated, the way in which
the sequence of evaluations is determined, also called search strategy or HPO algorithm

(Elsken et al., 2019; Bischl et al., 2023), is another important component of the tuning
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procedure. Search strategies can be characterized by several aspects, such as the amount
of time they spend inferring new candidate HP configurations from already evaluated
ones (known as the inference vs. search trade-off; Bischl et al., 2023). For example,
search strategies such as evolutionary algorithms and Bayesian optimization consider the
distribution and results of previously evaluated HP configurations to propose new config-
urations. In contrast, the commonly used random search strategy simply draws HP con-
figurations from a predefined, typically uniform, distribution without taking into account
past evaluations (see, e.g., Feurer and Hutter, 2019, Bischl et al., 2023, or Bartz et al.,
2023 for more details and other search strategies). In the special case where only the
set of selected features is tuned, a well-known automated search strategy is backward or
forward feature selection (see, e.g., Hastie et al., 2009).

Note that the described search strategies are formally used only in automated tuning, as
there is usually no specified search strategy when tuning is conducted manually. How-
ever, the results of previous evaluations may still be considered in manual tuning when

selecting new HP configurations to evaluate.

Joint vs. sequential tuning In automated tuning procedures, all HPs are usually
tuned jointly, i.e. each evaluated HP configuration potentially considers different values
of each HP. However, the HPs could also be tuned sequentially, i.e. the complete tuning
procedure is repeated for each HP (Probst et al., 2019; Waldron et al., 2011). For exam-
ple, in a setting with three HPs (i.e. A = (A1, A2, A3)), A1 would be tuned first with Ay
and )3 set to default, which yields A!. Then, \; is tuned with A\; = Al and )3 set to
its default. Finally, Az is tuned with A\; = A and A\; = Ml yielding AJl. As sequential
tuning does not consider any interaction effects between the HPs, it is generally less likely
to yield a A" comparable to A than joint tuning. On the other hand, sequential tuning
demands less time, with the maximum number of evaluations increasing linearly rather
than exponentially with the number of HPs to tune, as is the case with joint tuning.

Hence, it could be a realistic approach for manual tuning.

Prediction error estimation As outlined above, the prediction error of each HP con-
figuration considered for tuning can be estimated using one of the evaluation procedures
described in Section 3.2.1. In principle, all issues discussed there also apply to the tuning
context. However, instead of leading to potentially invalid performance claims about the
final prediction model (which was the case in Section 3.2.1), using an inadequate evalua-
tion procedure for HP tuning initially only increases the risk of failing to select a A with
a (true) prediction error that is comparable to the prediction error of X", In other words,

if the prediction error of each candidate HP configuration is not estimated adequately,
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this will initially only affect the model generation process, but not (yet) the evaluation
of the final prediction model. Still, the consequences can be detrimental.

For example, if each HP configuration is evaluated based on its apparent error (i.e. for
each )\(C), a model is trained and evaluated on Dy ain, which also serves as Die), the
tuning procedure will, due to the optimistically biased prediction error estimation, typ-
ically select the HP configuration that results in the model with the highest degree of
overfitting. Although this approach should clearly be avoided, it might still be common
practice in manual tuning as it is time-efficient (only one model per HP configuration
needs to be trained, which in this case also corresponds to the final model) and may seem
intuitive to inexperienced users.

Due to the optimistic bias of the apparent error, the standard approach for automated
HP tuning is to employ a resampling method. In the case of k-fold CV, which is a com-
mon choice for HP tuning (Bischl et al., 2023), this means that for each candidate HP
configuration )\(c), k models are trained and evaluated on different subsets of Di,ain.
While resampling methods provide an improvement over using the apparent error, the
corresponding estimators also exhibit a certain degree of pessimistic bias and variance
(with the degree of bias and variance depending on the resampling method used, as
discussed in Section 3.2.1). A potential pitfall arising from the variance is that the
winning HP configuration, A, may have been selected simply because the trained pre-
diction model(s) using A" performed particularly well by chance on the specified test
data set(s) Diest, which are the same for each evaluated HP configuration. This means
that the HP selection has essentially been overfitted to the respective test data set(s)
Diest, which in this context is also referred to as overtuning, overhyping, or oversearching
(Hosseini et al., 2020; Quinlan and Cameron-Jones, 1995; Ng, 1997; Feurer and Hutter,
2019; Bischl et al., 2023; Cawley and Talbot, 2010). If the true prediction error of A s
still comparable to the prediction error of 5\*, overtuning effects are negligible. However,
there might also be scenarios in which the true prediction error of A is no better, or even
worse, than that of the default HP configuration, but its estimated prediction error is
drastically deflated (i.e. over-optimistic), as the corresponding prediction model(s) that
were trained during resampling incidentally fit very well to the specific noise pattern in
the respective test data set(s) Dyes;. This has been demonstrated in several experiments
where tuning was conducted on null data (i.e. data without any true signal), yet the
prediction error estimate of the selected HP configuration A was substantially smaller
(i.e. better) than its true prediction error indicating random prediction (Hosseini et al.,
2020; Varma and Simon, 2006; Boulesteix and Strobl, 2009; Bischl et al., 2023).

Note that since the HPs are overfitted to the test data set(s) Dies;, which are not seen

/

frain, Overtuning occurs on a higher level than

during training on the corresponding D
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overfitting of the model parameters (see Section 3.1). Accordingly, overtuning effects
may only be visible after evaluating a large number of HP configurations (Bischl et al.,
2023). However, literature suggests that the risk of overtuning does not only depend on
the number of evaluated HP configurations but also for example on the search strategy,
the type of tuned HP, and the number of observations in Dy, (Hosseini et al., 2020;
Wainer and Cawley, 2021; Cawley and Talbot, 2010). In general, overtuning is consid-
ered an open problem of HP tuning, and although strategies have been suggested to
avoid it (e.g., using different splits for each evaluation, Nagler et al., 2024), there are no
commonly agreed-upon solutions (Feurer and Hutter, 2019).

Importantly, when overtuning is addressed in the literature, it is typically assumed that
the prediction error estimation is performed through resampling methods. However, as
discussed above, this estimation can alternatively be based on the apparent error. In
cases where an inadequate HP configuration is selected due to the use of the apparent
error for prediction error estimation, this can be considered a more extreme and direct
form of overtuning since the test data set(s) Dies; are seen during model training. We will
refer to the two types of overtuning as resampling-induced and apparent error-induced

overtuning.

4.2 Model evaluation

As outlined in Section 4.1.1, the model generation process in Setting II results in a final
prediction model fg“;f‘“. Evaluating this model is generally more complex than evaluating
a prediction model with pre-specified HPs (Setting I), since it must be taken into account
that the model generation process involved HP tuning. Similar to Section 3.2, we will
in the following differentiate between cases in which the model generation (i.e. the HP
tuning followed by a final training) is performed on the full data set (i.e. Dipain = D) Vvs.
a (proper) subset of the available data (i.e. Dgyain C D). A graphical overview of model

evaluation in Setting II is provided in Figure 3.

4.2.1 Evaluation of a model generated on all available data

Apparent error As in Setting I, reporting the apparent error for model evaluation is
inappropriate in Setting I (see Figure 3, model evaluation a). In this case, however, the
designated test data set Diest = Dirain = D is even used twice during model generation:
first during the HP tuning process and then again in the final training process. Depending
on the specific tuning procedure employed, this can introduce an even greater optimistic
bias compared to, for example, using default HP values. Although the apparent error
is generally not suitable for assessing a model’s performance, some users who performed

tuning via resampling may mistakenly believe it now reflects a form of resampling error.
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Figure 3: Overview of different model evaluation procedures and their relation to the
model generation process if tuning is based on (temporary) holdout and all HPs are tuned.
Data leakage is present if any subset of D;. used for prediction error estimation has also
been employed to generate the evaluated prediction model (which is not necessarily the
final model). In the figure, the point at which data “leaks” into the model evaluation is

marked by the red caution symbol.
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This was noted by Neunhoeffer and Sternberg (2019), who also reference a paper that
appears to have fallen into this pitfall.

Resampling error Similar to Setting I, an alternative evaluation procedure in Setting
IT is to employ a resampling method (see Figure 3, model evaluation b). In principle, the
chosen resampling method is carried out as described in Section 3.2.1, except that in each
resampling iteration, the model is trained on Dy, and evaluated on Dies with A = AL
instead of A = Al. Unfortunately, unlike in Setting I, using resampling methods for model
evaluation in Setting II results in data leakage: Although in each resampling iteration,

. . . .. D! . .
Diest 1s not involved in training f; i (the model trained on Dy for evaluation pur-
A

train
poses), it is used in the tuning process performed on Dy, (including Diegt) to obtain AL

i . . R >
Accordingly, since not every model generation step resulting in f7 " is conducted exclu-
A

/

trains iNformation from Dy is available during the model generation process

sively on D
(specifically, during tuning). Based on the definition given in Section 2.4.2, this consti-
tutes a form of data leakage and may result in an optimistically biased resampling error
(Wainer and Cawley, 2021; Hosseini et al., 2020). While the inadequacy of the apparent
error is widely recognized, the described pitfall associated with the resampling error is
less well known and will go undetected by those not involved in model development if
HP tuning is not reported (Hosseini et al., 2020; Lones, 2024).

The potential optimistic bias becomes evident when considering the following typical
practice: As outlined in Section 4.1.1, the tuning process already returns a prediction er-
ror estimate for the final prediction model (the estimate based on which A™ was selected).
Given that tuning was performed with a resampling method (e.g., CV), computation time
can be saved by directly using this value as the resampling-based evaluation result. How-
ever, if the selected HP configuration A is the result of overtuning, this will not be
detected in the model evaluation process, as the deflated prediction error estimate is sim-
ply adopted here. In principle, adopting the resampling prediction error estimate from
tuning in Setting II behaves analogously to (resampling-induced) overtuning as using
the apparent error does to overfitting in Setting I. This is because both procedures are
unable to discern that either the selected HPs (overtuning) or the selected parameters
(overfitting) have been adapted too much to the respective test data set(s) Dyest.

As stated in Section 4.1.3, the extent to which overtuning occurs depends on the specific
tuning procedure. If the HP selection is mildly overtuned, the prediction error estimate
obtained from the tuning process may only exhibit a slight optimistic bias. However,
as an extreme case, we can again consider the experiments from Section 4.1.3 in which
HP tuning has been performed on null data (Hosseini et al., 2020; Varma and Simon,
2006; Boulesteix and Strobl, 2009; Bischl et al., 2023). Here, the difference between the
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prediction error estimate of the selected HP configuration and the true prediction error
indicating random prediction is substantial, and adopting the former as the final evalua-

tion result for a useless prediction model is clearly a biased approach.

/
train

Note that data leakage is also present if the specified D and Dyt subsets used for

tuning and evaluation are not identical. This is the case if additional resampling itera-
tions are conducted during evaluation, if different resampling methods are used during
tuning and evaluation (e.g., holdout and k-fold CV), or if the apparent error is used for

tuning.

Nested resampling error The optimistic bias of the resampling error arises because,

in each resampling iteration, not all steps of the model generation process are performed

!
train

exclusively on D A natural extension, therefore, is to ensure that the complete model

/

g 1D every iteration (see Figure 3, model evaluation c).

generation is applied only to D

Specifically, this implies that the tuning process is not only performed once on Dy, in

/
train

order to generate the final prediction model, but also on every D specified during
resampling (for evaluation purposes). If the tuning process itself is based on a resam-
pling method (i.e. if tuning is not performed using the apparent error, which is hardly
ever the case if the currently described model evaluation procedure is employed), this
results in two nested resampling methods. Accordingly, this procedure is called nested
resampling, where the resampling method that initially splits Dipain into Dy, and Dies
is the outer resampling loop and the resampling method creating additional splits within
each D, ..,

(e.g., Bischl et al., 2023; Hosseini et al., 2020; Wainer and Cawley, 2021). To distinguish

nested resampling from the resampling methods discussed above and in Section 3.2.1, we

(resulting in subsets denoted as Dy, .. and Dj,) is the inner resampling loop

train

will refer to the latter as simple resampling where necessary.
The most straightforward form of nested resampling is the nested holdout method, where
is further divided into Dy, and Dy .

train
In this setup, the best HP configuration for D] . is determined by training and eval-

train

Dirain 18 split once into D] . and Dy, and D,

train train

i

v iy (for training) and Dj

uating a model for each candidate HP configuration on D
(for prediction error estimation). We denote this configuration as A™, as it may differ
from the final prediction model’s configuration, A", which has been obtained by tuning
the model on D,y rather than D, Using the HP configuration XH, the model is

train*®

f and evaluated on Dy, which has remained unseen throughout

train

then trained on D
the entire model generation process. Note that nested holdout is commonly referred to
as train-validation-test split (Bischl et al., 2023), which, using the notation above, could

also be referred to as D!

train

-D;.-Drest-split. Instead of holdout, any other resampling

method can be used for inner and outer resampling, and it is also possible to combine
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different resampling methods. For example, k-fold CV can be used for outer resampling
and holdout for inner resampling, since in the inner resampling, precise prediction error
estimation is less critical as long as a sufficiently good A™ is selected in each iteration
(Bischl et al., 2023; Hosseini et al., 2020).

While nested resampling prevents data leakage, it also has several disadvantages. First,

it can be very computationally expensive, since the tuning process, which can already

/
train

be time-consuming when conducted once, has to be repeated for each D specified
by the outer resampling loop (Wainer and Cawley, 2021; Bischl et al., 2023). Second, it
is usually not feasible to conduct nested resampling with manual tuning. Apart from
being even more time-demanding than nested resampling with automated tuning, it is
often not possible to repeat the same tuning procedure more than once due to the in-
formal nature of manual tuning (e.g., the user might not remember which candidate HP
configurations have been evaluated during tuning). Third, like simple resampling, nested
resampling does not provide an estimate of the prediction error for the final model f%lfla‘“.
However, while both methods evaluate models trained on D, rather than Dy, (with
N oin < Mipain ), SiMple resampling at least uses the same HP configuration A as the final
prediction model. In contrast, nested resampling does not necessarily evaluate models
with the same HP configuration, as each inner resampling loop may select a different
configuration (see the nested holdout example above, which evaluates a model based on
X" instead of A™). This makes the nested resampling result more difficult to interpret
(Hosseini et al., 2020). The described disadvantages could explain why nested resampling
estimates are not commonly reported in studies presenting new prediction models, as indi-
cated by a recent systematic review on clinical prediction models (Andaur Navarro et al.,

2023).

4.2.2 Evaluation of a model generated on a subset of the available data

As in Setting I (see Section 3.2.2), it is also possible in Setting II to use only a subset of
the available data for model generation (i.e. Dyain C D), and reserve the remaining obser-
vations exclusively for evaluation (i.e. Diest = D\ Dirain; see Figure 3, model evaluation d;
Hosseini et al., 2020). This approach essentially corresponds to nested resampling with

holdout as the outer resampling method, except that the holdout is permanent, meaning

/

fain 11 the previous sec-

that the prediction model generated on Dy, (equivalent to D
tion) serves as the final prediction model. Similar to Setting I, we thus distinguish the
two evaluation procedures by referring to them as temporary outer holdout (described in
Section 4.2.1) and permanent outer holdout (described here). We also again note that
there might be some confusion in the terminology, as a permanent outer holdout com-

bined with a (temporary) inner holdout can, just like its temporary counterpart, also be
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referred to as a train-validation-test split.

The statements regarding the temporary vs. permanent holdout in Setting I also apply to
Setting II: Compared to the temporary outer holdout, the permanent outer holdout does
not exhibit a pessimistic bias as it actually evaluates the final prediction model. However,
this comes at the cost of not using all available data for model generation. Accordingly,
the same recommendation as in Section 3.2.2 applies: a permanent outer holdout should
only be employed if the number of observations in D is sufficiently large or if it is com-
putationally expensive or practically infeasible to repeat the model generation process.
Note that the second point is particularly relevant in Setting IT due to the increased effort

of model generation (Collins et al., 2024a).

5 Empirical illustration of different model genera-

tion and evaluation procedures

In this section, we illustrate different procedures for model generation and evaluation
and assess their impact on prediction error estimates from available vs. new data. We

specifically focus on the selection of HPs and the potential for data leakage.

5.1 Real-world prediction problem
Our illustration is based on a real-world prediction problem from the COMPANION study

(Hodiamont et al., 2022). This study aimed to develop a casemix classification for adult
palliative care patients in Germany that considers the complexity of each patient’s pal-
liative care situation to assign them to a class reflecting their resource needs. A casemix
classification for palliative care patients has been deemed necessary, as the differentiation
of patients based on their diagnosis, which corresponds to the current practice in Ger-
many, has been found to be inappropriate for predicting resource needs in the context of
palliative care. Despite yielding many important insights, the COMPANION project was
ultimately unable to develop a prediction model with sufficient predictive performance,
even after exploring various model generation approaches. However, this makes it a good
example to illustrate how optimistically biased evaluation procedures can present predic-
tion models in a more favorable light.

To develop a casemix classification that relates patients’ resource needs to the complexity
of their palliative care situation, the COMPANION team formulated a prediction prob-
lem where each observation represents a patient’s palliative care phase. The outcome
y®, defined as the average cost per day in palliative care phase i, serves as an empirical
proxy for resource needs in the corresponding phase. The set of features «” intended

to reflect the palliative care situation of each phase consists of (i) the type of pallia-
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tive care phase (categorical), (ii) patient age (integer-valued), (iii) two cognitive features
(confusion and agitation; both ordinal), (iv) the Australian Karnofsky Performance Score
(AKPS; Abernethy et al., 2005) that measures the patients’ functional status (ordinal),
and (v) the Integrated Palliative care Outcome Scale (IPOS; Murtagh et al., 2019), which
is a score that is based on 17 ordinal variables covering physical symptoms, psycho-social
burden, family needs, and practical problems. Accordingly, the number of features pro-
vided to the learning algorithm is p = 6. All types of data were collected by the clinical
staff of participating palliative care teams.

It is important to note that although the study aimed to identify a casemix classifica-
tion, the continuous nature of the specified outcome variable (i.e. average cost per day)
inherently makes the prediction problem a regression task. To ensure that the obtained
prediction model still produces classes that are also interpretable and can be implemented
in practice, a decision tree approach was chosen (e.g., using the CART algorithm, dis-
cussed in Sections 2-4), despite potential limitations on predictive performance. In the
resulting decision tree, each terminal node represents a casemix class (defined by the
features that capture the complexity of the palliative care situation) and predicts the
average cost per day for that class. Notably, decision trees were also used in the casemix
classifications developed for palliative care patients in Australia (Eagar et al., 2004) and
the UK (Murtagh et al., 2023), which served as the basis for many decisions in the de-
velopment of the German casemix classification.

The COMPANION study collected data from three palliative care settings (specialist
palliative care units, palliative care advisory teams, and specialist palliative home care),
with a casemix classification to be developed for each setting. In our illustration, we
only consider the data from the specialist palliative home care setting. We apply several
parameterless preprocessing steps to the raw data set, which correspond to those used in
the COMPANION study and are considered as pre-specified in our illustration (e.g., the
removal of dead patients; more details can be found in Supplementary Section B.2.1).
The resulting data set contains 1,449 palliative care phases; descriptive statistics are pro-
vided in Table S1.

Note that while our experimental setup described in the following section is based on the
COMPANION study, not all aspects align with how the actual study was conducted, as

some elements have been simplified or modified for illustrative purposes.

5.2 Experimental setup

5.2.1 Overview
The aim of our study is to illustrate different model generation and evaluation procedures

and examine their impact on prediction error estimates derived from available data com-
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pared to those obtained from new data. Additionally, we examine how these estimates

are affected by performance measure, sample size, and learning algorithm, resulting in

a total of 96 distinct analysis settings. Before providing more details on these, we first

outline the general procedure that is carried out for each analysis setting:

(1)

(iii)

The COMPANION data set with 1,449 observations (i.e. palliative care phases)
introduced above is randomly split into two subsets of equal size, which we denote
as Dyain and Dipey (With ngaim = 724 and nyey, = 725). We assume that Dy, 1S
the only data set available for both model generation and evaluation. Consistent
with the notation used in previous sections, this implies Diain = D. The desired
output is a prediction model as described above (i.e. a decision tree that predicts
the average patient costs based on several features reflecting the palliative care

situation).

We use Dy exclusively to generate and evaluate a prediction model. Although
the specific procedure is determined by the analysis setting, each model is generated
using all available data (which is already implied by referring to the available data
as Dyain). The learning pipeline used for each training process and its HPs are
described in Section 5.2.2. Since the HP selection in the considered analysis settings
can be either data-independent or achieved through tuning, we refer to the chosen
HP configuration as X rather than A" or A" in the following to keep the notation
general. Step (ii) results in a model f%’ai“ and an associated prediction error
estimate, which we denote as PE;..in. In an ML application, PEi.., would be the

reported error.

The prediction model fID;“‘“‘ is evaluated on the second data set D,., Which repre-

sents observations that are drawn from the same distribution as the observations in
Dirain but were unseen during the generation of ff;”““. This step should therefore
yield an unbiased estimate of the model’s prediction error, denoted as PE, e, (how-
ever, see the note on clustering in Section 5.3 and Supplementary Section B.5).
Note that, in principle, the estimation of @new resembles a permanent holdout
approach, where D, is held out during model generation. However, it is not truly
a holdout, as D, is unavailable during model evaluation. This is also why D, ey is
not referred to as Dyt ; throughout the paper, the notation Dy is used exclusively

for subsets of the available data.

Performing steps (i) to (iii) results in a vector (@train, @new), which includes the pre-

diction error estimates derived from available and new data, respectively. By comparing

these estimates, we can determine whether ISEtrain correctly reflects the predictive perfor-
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mance of the model or if it is affected by any form of bias. Ideally, P/’I\Etrain should be equal
to @new, indicating that the model evaluation conducted on Dy, yields an unbiased
estimate prediction error estimate (although small differences do not necessarily indicate
bias, as P/’Enew is also an estimate). To ensure that the difference between the two predic-
tion error estimates is not driven by a specific data split, steps (i) to (iii) are repeated 50
times for each analysis setting (using the same 50 splits for each analysis setting). Since
we consider 96 analysis settings and 50 repetitions of splitting the initial COMPANION
data set, our illustration generates 96 x 50 = 4800 vectors of (ISEtrain, P/’Enew). Note that
each analysis setting may produce 50 different prediction models, as in each repetition,
Dirain contains different observations.

The described setup is implemented in the software environment R (R Core Team, 2022)
using the m1r3 package framework (Lang et al., 2019). While the COMPANION data
set cannot be made publicly available, the R code and the individual prediction error
estimates can be found at https://github.com/NiesslC/overoptimistic_trees.

As stated above, we consider a total of 96 analysis settings. These result from a full
factorial variation of four factors: two performance measures, two sample sizes, two
learning algorithms, and twelve combinations of model generation and evaluation proce-
dures (yielding the total of 2 x 2 x 2 x 12 = 96 analysis settings). The two considered
sample sizes are (1) Nyain = 724 (the sample size of Dy, after splitting the original data
set) and (ii) 7y = 362 (half of the observations in Dy, being randomly deleted).
Note that D, is not affected by this variation and still has n,., = 725 observations.
The two performance measures considered in our illustration are the Root Mean Squared
Error (RMSE) and the coefficient of determination (R?), which are commonly used per-
formance measures and have also been employed to evaluate other decision-tree-based
prediction models for palliative care patients (Eagar et al., 2004; Murtagh et al., 2023;
see Supplementary Section B.3 for more information on both performance measures).
Note that in each analysis setting, we use the same performance measure for both the
model evaluations performed during model generation (i.e. tuning) and the evaluation
of the final prediction model. The two learning algorithms and twelve combinations of
model generation and evaluation procedures are described in Sections 5.2.2 and 5.2.3,

respectively.

5.2.2 Learning pipeline and HPs

The learning pipeline Z applied in each training process consists of six preprocessing
steps, followed by a learning algorithm (see Figure 4 for an overview). While the full
learning pipeline actually consists of more preprocessing steps (referred to in Section 5.1

and detailed in Supplementary Section B.2.1), we will for simplicity not further consider
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Figure 4: Overview of the learning pipeline Z used in the illustration (middle panel).
In addition, the considered HPs, their search spaces (left panel), and the steps applied
during prediction (right panel) are shown.

them in the illustration, as they are considered as pre-specified (i.e. have no HPs that

are relevant for tuning) and are both parameterless and precede the first parameterized

preprocessing step in the learning pipeline (i.e. can safely be applied to the full data set).

Preprocessing steps

Here, we provide a brief overview of the six preprocessing steps

in Z applied during each training process and outline their associated HPs. Additional

details can be found in Figure 4, and a comprehensive description is available in Supple-
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mentary Section B.2.2.

The six preprocessing steps serve one of three purposes: (i) correction of the outcome
variable (correction of costs), (ii) handling of problematic observations (removal of cost
outliers and handling of “cannot assess” values in IPOS features), and (iii) calculation or
modification of features (calculation of the IPOS score, modification of the feature “age”,
and modification of the feature “AKPS”). As discussed in Section 2.2.2, preprocessing
steps can be distinguished based on different characteristics, which also applies to the six
preprocessing steps considered in this section. Two of the six steps have parameters: the
correction of costs (with @.pprect) and the removal of cost outliers (with 0,u4e-). These
two steps, along with another step (handling of “cannot assess” values in IPOS features),
alter the outcome distribution, but the removal of cost outliers is not applied during
prediction.

All preprocessing steps, except for the correction of costs, include HPs: Aytiier, Aca, Niposs
Aage, and Agips. Consistent with the notation introduced in Section 2.3.1, we collectively
refer to them as Ap. For these HPs, it is not possible to define a HP domain A; that
contains all possible configurations; therefore, we only specify a search space /~\j for each
HP (see Figure 4). Each search space is categorical, offering 2 or 4 values, all of which
have been discussed and deemed reasonable during the COMPANION project. The first
HP value in each search space is set as the default and corresponds to the value ultimately
selected for the COMPANION project.

Learning algorithm After applying all preprocessing steps to the data, it is provided
to the learning algorithm, which then yields a prediction model (i.e. a decision tree). We
consider two learning algorithms: (i) the CART algorithm (introduced in Section 2.2.1;
R package rpart; Therneau and Atkinson, 2022), and (ii) the Conditional Inference Tree
algorithm (CIT; R package partykit; Hothorn and Zeileis, 2015; Hothorn et al., 2006;
Zeileis et al., 2008). As stated in Sections 2.2.1 and 3.1, the CART algorithm builds
a decision tree model by partitioning the feature space X into terminal nodes using a
sequence of binary splits. Since we are considering a regression problem, the splitting
rules are determined by minimizing the sum of squared errors, and the prediction value
f(x) for each terminal node is the mean of all outcome values (here: costs) in that node
(Breiman et al., 1984). The CIT algorithm also employs recursive binary partitioning
but instead of minimizing a simple loss function that represents node impurity (here:
the sum of squared errors), it uses statistical test procedures to find the optimal splits.
This approach has the advantage that, unlike the CART algorithm, the CIT algorithm is
not affected by selection bias toward features with many possible splits or missing values
(Hothorn et al., 2006).
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For both algorithms, we consider two HPs for tuning that determine when the algorithm
stops splitting. The first HP is A\inbucket, which specifies the minimum number of obser-
vations in any terminal node. The smaller A, inpucker, the larger the number of terminal
nodes in the resulting decision tree and the higher the risk of overfitting. We set the
search space of Apinpucker 10 {5, ..., 20} for tuning. If Ainpucker 1S nOt tuned, we set the
HP to its default, Aminpucker = 7. The second HP is either A, (for CART) or A, (for
CIT). Both HPs serve a similar purpose: \., determines the factor by which a split must
improve the overall lack of fit to be attempted (which, in case of a regression problem,
corresponds to improving the overall R? of the model by at least A.,). The HP ), is
the numerical significance level that must be met in the statistical testing procedure con-
ducted by CIT to implement a split. Accordingly, the smaller ., or the higher \,, the
higher the risk of overfitting. We specify the search space for \., and A, as [0.001,0.1]
and [0.01,0.1], respectively. If A\., and A, are not tuned, we use their default values of
Aep = 0.01 and A, = 0.05.

All other HPs of CART and CIT are not tuned and, except for one HP, follow the de-
fault values from their corresponding implementation in the m1r3 package (Lang et al.,
2019), which largely align with the defaults of the underlying packages (i.e. rpart and
partykit; Foss and Kotthoff, 2024). The exception is Anazdeptn, Which we set to 4 to
align with the COMPANION project, where this value was chosen to ensure that the
resulting decision tree model would be useful in clinical practice.

We refer to the algorithm HPs that are considered for tuning (i.e. Aminpucker and Ay
or Ay) as Ay. The remaining algorithm HPs that are not tuned in any of the analysis

settings will not be considered further for simplicity.

5.2.3 Model generation and evaluation procedures

We consider twelve different combinations of model generation and evaluation procedures
that could be employed in step (ii) of our illustration (see Section 5.2.1) to obtain a pre-
diction model with associated F/’I\Etrain. They represent an exemplary yet non-exhaustive
selection of procedures that are used in ML applications. The twelve combinations are
based on five model generation procedures, where for three of them, we apply two differ-
ent procedures to evaluate the final prediction model, and for the other two, we use three
different evaluation procedures (resulting in the total of 3 x 2+ 2 x 3 = 12 combinations).
Before describing the procedures in more detail, there are a few general points to con-
sider. First, as already stated in Section 5.2.1, all model generation procedures use the
full data set Dia that was created by the respective repetition, i.e. we do not con-
sider the permanent holdout evaluation procedures introduced in Sections 3.2.2 and 4.2.2

(which would imply Dy C D). Second, since the prediction model used in this illus-

39



tration is a decision tree, it is theoretically possible to manually assess the plausibility
of the generated models in addition to estimating their prediction error. However, in
addition to not being feasible for all 96 x 50 generated models, this step is also often
not part of the evaluation process in practice, as many ML-based prediction models are
not interpretable by humans without additional tools. Therefore, we do not perform this
assessment. Third, whenever Dy, is (temporarily) split as part of a resampling method
(either during model generation or evaluation), we use the same splits (e.g., the same 10
CV folds) across all procedures to ensure that differences in prediction error estimates
are not due to variations in the data splits of D ain-

We now present the procedures in more detail, first describing the model generation pro-
cedure and then the associated evaluation procedures to estimate the prediction error of
the resulting model. The following paragraph titles refer to the model generation proce-
dures and can be read as “Setting - Tuning Procedure (- HPs tuned)”. An overview of

all generation and evaluation procedures is provided in Table 1.

I-no tuning The simplest model generation procedure corresponds to Setting I, where
all HPs are set to their default values (i.e. no tuning is performed), and the learning
pipeline only needs to be trained once on the data set D ain-

For this model generation procedure, we evaluate the resulting model by (i) the apparent
error and (ii) the 10-fold CV error. The former is affected by data leakage and may thus

exhibit a substantial optimistic bias (see Section 3.2.1).

II-manual-P  In this model generation procedure, the preprocessing HPs (Ap) are
tuned, while the algorithm HPs (A4) are set to their default values. It aims to rep-
resent inexperienced users who either lack the confidence or the programming skills to
tune algorithm HPs but manually experiment with different preprocessing options, with-
out realizing that this is a form of HP tuning. As discussed in Sections 4.1.2 and 4.1.3,
manual tuning procedures typically differ from automated tuning procedures, which is
reflected by the procedure II-manual-P. First, the HPs are tuned sequentially (i.e. each
HP is tuned individually, with previously tuned HPs set to their selected values and
subsequently tuned HPs set to their default values). Second, during the tuning of each
HP, the apparent error is used to estimate the prediction error of each candidate HP
configuration. The order in which the HPs are tuned sequentially is Aipos, Aage, Aakps,
Aoutliers Aea (Which reflects a user who first experiments with variations in the features
before removing observations, though any other order is also possible). If more than one
HP value yields the same prediction error estimate, the first value that was evaluated is

selected. Since the preprocessing HPs are tuned sequentially (i.e. one at a time), and
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Table 1: Overview of the twelve combinations of model generation and evaluation procedures examined in the illustration. They
result from five model generation procedures, each paired with two or three evaluation procedures.

Model generation on Dy ain Model evaluation on Dy ain
. Model Pre- Tuning procedure' s Prediction Data
Setting . . Tuned e . Joint vs. Prediction
generation specified Search  Termination Search . error leakage
HPs . sequential error . . .
name HPs space criterion strategy . . . estimation possible
tuning estimation
. Ap, Apparent Yes
: I-no tuning A ] ] ] ] ] ] 10-fold OV No
See Exhaustive . Apparent Yes
I [T-manual-P A Ap Figure 4 None search Sequential ~ Apparent T0dold OV Ves
Apparent Yes
I [T-automated-A  Ap Aa Sge ) 60 . Random Joint 10-fold CV 10-fold OV Yes
Figure 4 evaluations search 10-2-fold N
nested CV ©
. Ap, II-manual-P for Ap and II-automated-A for Ay Apparent Yes
1 H-combined-PA - A4 (for each configuration of Ap) 10-fold CV  Yes
Apparent Yes
11 [I-automated-PA - Ap, S(.ee 210 . Random Joint 10-fold CV 10_f01.d OV Yes
Aa Figure 4 evaluations search 10-2-fold No

nested CV




only two (Aage, Aakps) OF four (Nipos, Aouttier, Aca) values per HP are available, only 16
(=2 x 2+4 x 3) configurations of Ap need to be evaluated during tuning. Therefore, no
criterion is specified to terminate tuning before all configurations are evaluated.

Similar to the first model generation procedure (I-no tuning), we consider the apparent
error and the 10-fold CV error to evaluate the final prediction model. However, the 10-
fold CV error is now affected by data leakage, potentially leading to an optimistic bias due
to (apparent error-induced) overtuning (see Section 4.2.1). Note that we do not consider
evaluation procedures involving nested resampling for II-manual-P, as this is typically

not feasible if manual tuning was used for model generation (see Section 4.2.1).

II-automated-A This model generation procedure represents a standard procedure in
many ML applications, where the algorithm HPs A4 are selected through automated
tuning, while the preprocessing HPs Ap are set to their default values (e.g., because
users are not aware that they can be tuned). Even when tuning is fully automated, the
procedures used in practice are often simple and based on rules of thumb (Bischl et al.,
2023), which we aim to reflect in our illustration: we employ a random search algorithm,
terminate the tuning after 60 evaluations (which corresponds to 30 times the dimension
of the search space, as there are 2 HPs in A4), and use 10-fold CV for prediction error
estimation. The tuning procedure is performed jointly for all HPs, which is the standard
practice for automated tuning.

As with the previous model generation procedures, we report both the apparent error
and the 10-fold CV error. Note that, since the 10-fold CV error for the selected HP
configuration, A}, has already been calculated during tuning, we use this value as the
10-fold CV error estimate of the final prediction model to avoid performing additional
resampling iterations. Similar to the procedure II-manual-P, data leakage is present
in both evaluation procedures and may result in optimistically biased prediction error
estimates. Specifically, the optimistic bias in the 10-fold CV error would arise from
(resampling-induced) overtuning. Since the procedure [I-automated-A is fully automated,
we additionally estimate the prediction error using nested CV. Here, we use 10 folds for
the outer resampling loop and 2 folds for the inner resampling loop (the small number
of inner folds saves computation time and we only need to achieve correct HP selection
rather than precise error estimation here; this is also recommended by Bischl et al., 2023).

As discussed in Section 4.2.1, this evaluation procedure is not affected by data leakage.
II-combined-PA As a fourth model generation procedure, we tune both preprocessing

and algorithm HPs (i.e. Ap and A,), but with two different tuning procedures. More

specifically, the preprocessing HPs are tuned as in II-manual-P, and for each candidate
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configuration of the preprocessing HPs, the algorithm HPs are tuned as in II-automated-
A. Although this procedure might initially seem unintuitive and overly complex, it actu-
ally mirrors a realistic scenario for users who can tune algorithm HPs but may not be
aware of or able to tune preprocessing HPs: Consider a user who has programmed three
functions: (i) preprocess_data, which takes the raw data set as input and returns the
preprocessed data set; (ii) tune_algorithm, which tunes the algorithm HPs as specified in
IT-automated-A based on the preprocessed data set and returns the selected HPs )\g; and
(iii) get_apparent_error, which takes the preprocessed data set and a learning algorithm
with HPs A!{ as input and returns the apparent error of the resulting model. Suppose the
user initially plans to run these three functions once but is dissatisfied with the apparent
error reported by get_apparent_error. They would then modify preprocess_data to
try, for example, a different way of aggregating the IPOS score (i.e. using a different \;,s)
and rerun tune_algorithm and get_apparent_error. After testing all values for \;,s,
they would proceed to adjust Agge, Aakps, and so forth, updating the algorithm HPs by
running tune_algorithm before calling get_apparent_error for each tried preprocessing
configuration Ap. Note that since 16 configurations for Ap are tried (see II-manual-P),
and for each configuration of Ap, 60 candidate configurations for A4 are evaluated (see
[T-automated-A), 60 x 16 = 960 HP configurations are assessed in total. The user would
ultimately select the preprocessing HPs )\g that yield the best apparent error and the
algorithm HPs Al returned by tune_algorithm after setting A} in preprocess_data.

For this model generation procedure, we again consider the apparent error and the 10-fold
CV error to evaluate the resulting prediction model. Note that the apparent error esti-
mate corresponds to the best apparent error achieved during tuning and can therefore be
directly adopted for evaluation. More specifically, it is the output of get_apparent_error
after running preprocess_data with A} and then tune_algorithm. The 10-fold CV er-
ror estimate can also directly be taken from the tuning procedure and corresponds to
the 10-fold CV estimate which was calculated during the execution of tune_algorithm
after running preprocess_data with A}3. For the reasons discussed in the previous model
generation procedures, both the apparent error and the 10-fold CV error estimates are

subject to data leakage.

II-automated-PA The final model generation procedure is similar to the procedure II-
automated-A described above, except that the set of jointly tuned HPs now also includes
the five preprocessing HPs, Ap, and the number of evaluations is increased to 210. As in
[I-automated-A, this corresponds to 30 times the dimension of the search space, as there
are now 7 tuned HPs. This procedure represents a conceptually simple way to incorporate

preprocessing HPs into the tuning process and is recommended by Bischl et al. (2023).
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However, as noted in Section 4.1.2; integrating preprocessing HPs into an automated
tuning procedure requires advanced programming expertise, which may explain why this
procedure is not standard practice yet.

We use the same three model evaluation procedures as in II-automated-A, with the same

considerations discussed in II-automated-A also applying here.

5.3 Results

Figure 5 illustrates the differences between P/’I\Etram and @new for each of the 96 analysis
settings (with 50 repetitions per setting). Additionally, the absolute values of P/’I\Etrain
and ISEDGW, as well as the selected HPs (for analysis settings where HPs are tuned), are
presented in Figures S2 to S6.

Before examining the prediction error differences in more detail, we first consider the
absolute values of ﬁ)new (displayed in Figure S2). Here, the general observation can be
made that across all analysis settings, none of the generated models demonstrates suf-
ficient predictive performance, which was expected and aligns with the findings of the
COMPANION project. Of course, this result does not imply that HP tuning is generally
not useful; rather, it demonstrates that tuning alone is not a guaranteed solution for
obtaining a well-performing model for any prediction problem. Even in the analysis set-
tings with the best median prediction errors (averaged across 50 repetitions), the median
PEyew reaches only 0.074 for R? (ny,, = 724, CIT, II-manual-P) and 42.1 for RMSE
(Nypain = 724, CIT, II-automated-PA). For reference, the median PE,ew for RMSE using
a naive model that predicts the mean of Dy, on Dy is 44.0 for the smaller sample
size and 43.5 for the larger sample size, which is only slightly worse than the result from
the decision tree models. While small effects of sample size and learning algorithm on
@new can be observed (with larger sample sizes and using the CIT instead of the CART
algorithm resulting in smaller prediction errors), no clear pattern emerges for the model
generation procedure.

We will now analyze the differences between P/’Etrain and P/’Enew. To ensure consistent
interpretation of their signs across both performance measures, the prediction error dif-
ferences in Figure 5 are presented as P/’I\Enew — @tram for RMSE and ﬁ)train — ﬁ)new for
R?. With this definition, a positive median difference indicates that the prediction error
estimate ISEtrain is optimistically biased, while a negative median difference suggests a
pessimistic bias.

As stated in Section 5.2.3, depending on the model evaluation procedure, @tram corre-
sponds to one of three prediction error estimates: (i) the apparent error, (ii) the 10-fold
CV error, or (iii) the 2-fold-within-10-fold CV error. We structure the reporting of the

results according to these three evaluation procedures.
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Figure 5: Resulting prediction error differences for 96 analysis settings, with each boxplot
summarizing 50 repetitions of a specific setting. The prediction error differences are
calculated as PE,cw — PEirain for RMSE and PE4in — PE,ew for R2. For both performance
measures, a positive median difference (averaged over the 50 repetitions) indicates that

PEi;ain is optimistically biased, while a negative median difference suggests a pessimistic
bias.

Apparent error Figure 5 shows that, across the considered model generation pro-
cedures, the median prediction error differences vary the most for the apparent error.
Despite this variation, the median differences are consistently positive in all analysis set-
tings. Although there are individual repetitions with negative differences, these results
clearly indicate that the apparent error is optimistically biased. As discussed in Sec-
tion 3.2.1, this problem arises due to data leakage, or more specifically, the fact that this
evaluation procedure uses observations for prediction error estimation that were already
seen during model generation, which in turn allows potential overfitting and overtuning
(if HPs are tuned) of the model to go undetected.

The optimistic bias of the apparent error is most pronounced in analysis settings where
the preprocessing HPs Ap are tuned manually (II-manual-P). This is not surprising, as
this procedure specifically selects the HP values that optimize the apparent error. Here,

the bias is largest when the smaller sample size and the CART algorithm are used for
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model generation, resulting in a median difference of 7.39 for RMSE and 0.253 for RZ.
Note that while the absolute values of @train still do not indicate good predictive per-
formance in these analysis settings (see Figure S2), the median R? values resulting from
the CART algorithm (0.234 and 0.176 for the two sample sizes) are comparable to the
prediction errors reported for the Australian and UK decision tree models (0.17 and 0.27),
which were generally deemed viable (Eagar et al., 2004; Murtagh et al., 2023). Regarding
the selected HPs, particularly for \;,,s (which specifies how the IPOS score is calculated)
and A\, (which determines how “cannot assess” values in IPOS features are handled),
alternative values are frequently chosen instead of the defaults (see Figures S3a to S6a).
This suggests that these alternative values may present a high potential for overfitting,
thereby improving the apparent error.

In the analysis settings where both the preprocessing and the algorithm HPs are tuned
using different procedures (II-combined-PA), the optimistic bias of the apparent error is
similar for the CIT algorithm or slightly smaller for the CART algorithm compared to
the II-manual-P procedure. Again, the optimistic bias is largest in the analysis settings
where a smaller sample size and the CART algorithm are considered, resulting in a me-
dian difference of 4.09 for RMSE and 0.117 for R%. The slight decrease in optimistic
bias can be attributed to the fact that, across all analysis settings using the II-combined-
PA procedure, the algorithm HP A, iupucker 1 set to a higher value than its default of
Aminbucket = 7, which results in a reduced risk of overfitting (see Figures S3b to S6b). In
the analysis settings where no HPs are tuned (I-no tuning), the optimistic bias of the
apparent error is also reduced slightly compared to the II-manual-P procedure. For the
smaller sample size combined with the CART algorithm, the observed median difference
is 6.21 for RMSE and 0.184 for R?. The reduction in optimistic bias compared to II-
manual-P is expected, as I-no tuning does not involve HP tuning.

The lowest optimistic bias for the apparent error is observed in the analysis settings where
either only Ay (II-automated-A) or both Ap and A4 (II-automated-PA) are tuned auto-
matically, with the largest median difference being 3.22 for RMSE and 0.035 for R2. This
is not surprising, as in these procedures, all HPs are selected based on their associated
CV error estimate, rather than the apparent error. Notably, across all analysis settings,
the HP values for Ap selected by the II-automated-PA procedure differ from those chosen
by the II-manual-P and II-combined-PA procedures (see Figures S3a to S6a).

CV error If P/’I\Etrain corresponds to the CV error, the resulting median prediction er-
ror differences indicate that this error is, as expected, generally less optimistic than the
apparent error. The only exception occurs in a few analysis settings using RMSE as

performance measure, where the apparent error differences are close to zero; here, the
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median differences of apparent error and CV error are approximately equal.

In the analysis settings without HP tuning, the R? differences exhibit a negative median
difference, with the median difference closest to zero, -0.059, observed for the smaller
sample size combined with the CART algorithm. This pessimistic bias is an expected
result, as CV evaluates models trained on fewer observations than the final prediction
model (see Section 3.2.1). In contrast to R? the prediction error differences for RMSE
in the analysis settings without tuning are mostly positive. Although the median dif-
ferences are small (with the largest median difference being 2.32 in the analysis setting
where both the smaller sample size and the CART algorithm are considered), the overall
distribution of the prediction error differences in each setting suggests the presence of an
optimistic bias. This finding is unexpected, as prediction errors estimated by CV in a
setting where no HPs are tuned should not exhibit an optimistic bias, but rather a pes-
simistic bias (as observed for R?). However, this can be attributed to the fact that both
@train based on CV and P/’I\Enew are affected by data leakage stemming from a violation of
the assumption that all observations are independently drawn from the same distribution
(see Section 2.4.2 and Supplementary Section A). This type of data leakage is distinct
from the leakage caused by the overlap between the data used for model generation and
evaluation, which is the primary focus of this paper. Specifically, the COMPANION data
set exhibits a clustering structure that is not accounted for during the split into Dipain
and Dy, or during the creation of CV splits on Dy, iy, resulting in a potential optimistic
bias for both P/’Enew (due to the initial split) and ISEtrain (due to the CV splits). As ISEtrain
is also subject to a larger clustering-induced optimistic bias than @new, the bias does
not cancel out when taking their difference and is therefore evident in Figure 5. Notably,
the different levels of clustering-induced optimistic bias in @train and @new appear to
have less impact on R2, where, as described above, the prediction error differences are
mostly negative. Further details on the impact of the clustering structure on the results,
including an explanation of why it was not considered when performing the splits, are
provided in Supplementary Section B.5.

The additional source of optimistic bias introduced by the clustering structure of the data
is also relevant when interpreting the prediction error differences in the analysis settings
with HP tuning. While our primary focus here is on overlap-induced data leakage that
arises since the observations used for the CV-based error estimation have already been
seen during HP tuning (thus hindering the detection of potential overtuning), we have to
consider that any observed optimistic bias may as well stem from clustering-induced data
leakage. Consequently, we compare the prediction error differences in analysis settings
with HP tuning to those in settings without tuning (where only clustering-induced data

leakage is present), rather than directly comparing them to zero. Based on this assess-
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ment, the impact of overlap-induced data leakage on P/’I\Etrain appears to be limited. This
is particularly true for RMSE, where the CV error differences are generally comparable
to those resulting from the I-no tuning procedure. For R?, the median differences tend
to be closer to zero compared to the I-no tuning procedure. In some analysis settings
involving the smaller sample size and the CART algorithm, there is even a positive me-
dian difference (with the largest median difference of 0.018 observed in the setting where
[I-automated-PA is used in combination with the smaller sample size and the CART al-
gorithm). Consequently, there appears to be a small overtuning effect that is not detected
by the CV error due to overlap-induced data leakage. However, the median differences
are too close to zero, and the variation within each analysis setting is too large to defini-
tively determine which bias ultimately predominates, i.e. whether the CV error is overall

optimistic or pessimistic in these settings.

Nested CV error In the analysis settings using the II-automated-A or II-automated-
PA procedures for model generation, the prediction error differences of the nested
CV error can also be analyzed. As expected, we observe the tendency for the nested
CV error to be more pessimistic than the simple CV error (indicated by the smaller
differences compared to the CV error; however, in some settings, the median differences
for simple and nested CV errors are approximately equal). Although the nested CV
error is not affected by the optimistic bias that may result from undetected overtuning
effects (see Section 4.2.1), the median differences for RMSE are positive, indicating the
presence of an optimistic bias. As discussed above for the simple CV error, this is due
to the clustering-induced optimistic bias, which appears to outweigh the pessimistic
bias typically associated with nested resampling. In the analysis settings using R? as
performance measure, the distribution of the prediction error differences indicates that

the nested CV error is pessimistically biased.

To summarize, the choice of model generation and evaluation procedure generally affects
the difference between the prediction error estimates derived from available data and
new data. As expected, when the evaluation procedure is based on the apparent error,
the resulting estimate exhibits an optimistic bias, which varies depending on the model
generation procedure. As likewise expected, the simple CV error is less optimistic than
the apparent error, while the nested CV error is even less optimistic. The corresponding
prediction error differences are less variable across model generation procedures compared
to the apparent error. For simple CV, this indicates that, in the considered experimental

setup, the tuning procedures do not introduce relevant overtuning effects on error esti-

48



mation. Instead, the main source of bias for simple CV is either the clustering-induced
optimistic bias (or more precisely, the different bias level relative to @new) or the pes-
simistic bias arising from the use of fewer observations during evaluation. This also holds

true for the nested CV error.

6 Discussion and conclusion

This paper reviewed and empirically demonstrated the implications and potential pitfalls
of HP tuning in the generation and evaluation of prediction models from the perspective
of applied ML users, with a specific focus on the distinction between preprocessing and
algorithm HPs.

While HP tuning is generally a powerful tool for improving model performance, it also
introduces potential sources of error. In the model generation process, failing to select
an adequate tuning procedure can result in a prediction model that performs no better,
or even worse, than a model using default HP settings. During model evaluation, failing
to properly account for HP tuning can lead to optimistically biased prediction error esti-
mates. The risk of such errors is especially high for preprocessing HPs, as they are often
tuned subconsciously.

To provide different examples of model generation and evaluation procedures in the con-
text of HP tuning, and to examine their impact on the difference between prediction
error estimates from available and new data, we conducted an illustrative study using
a real-world prediction problem from palliative care medicine. Although both the ap-
parent error and CV error can, in theory, be optimistically biased when HPs are tuned,
this was consistently true only for the apparent error (with the highest optimistic bias
occurring in analysis settings that imitated manual tuning of preprocessing HPs without
considering algorithm HPs). In contrast, the prediction error differences for the CV error
appeared not to be considerably compromised by data leakage, as these differences were
comparable to the analysis settings without HP tuning.

In addition to explicitly considering preprocessing HPs and manual tuning procedures,
our illustrative study stands out from other investigations on HP tuning by not only
using real data but also building most of the setup (including the learning pipeline, HPs,
and performance measures) on a real-world project. While this ensures that the observed
results are realistic and not derived from overly simplified or extreme setups, they are
not generalizable beyond this specific context because the considered real-world project
and the derived setup are not representative of other ML applications. By using real
data, our illustration was also limited in that we could only compare the prediction error

estimates from the available data set to those from a new data set (which, due to the
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clustering structure, was also over-optimistic) instead of comparing it to the true pre-
diction errors. Nevertheless, it was still possible to compare differences across analysis
settings and derive tendencies. Finally, the illustration could have been extended by
treating the learning algorithm as a tunable HP. However, with the given setup, doing
so would offer limited insights, as it is reasonably predictable that the resampling-based
tuning procedures would select the CIT algorithm, while the tuning procedures based on
the apparent error would favor the CART algorithm.

Based on these conceptual and empirical insights, it is clear that to ensure HP tuning
becomes a benefit rather than a pitfall, applied ML users must take care throughout the
entire model development process. First, they should thoroughly consider which HPs
(including preprocessing HPs) are to be tuned and which are not. An adequate tuning
procedure should then be specified that fits the specific prediction problem. Unfortu-
nately, this is typically non-trivial, as it depends on various factors such as sample size
and the specific HPs to be tuned. More research is needed to better guide users in this
respect (see Bischl et al., 2023 for an overview of current recommendations). In general,
it is recommended to use automated tuning procedures instead of manual ones (see again
Bischl et al., 2023 for automated tuning implementations in R and Python). If automated
tuning is not feasible, users should at least ensure that the manual tuning procedure is
error-free, reproducible, and resampling-based. For model evaluation, only two evalua-
tion procedures are guaranteed to be unaffected by data leakage caused by HP tuning:
(i) nested resampling (if the entire data set is used for model generation), or (ii) a perma-
nent (outer) holdout (if only a subset of the available data is used for model generation).
However, similar to the tuning procedure, there is a lack of guidance on how to choose
between these approaches and how to specify them (e.g., which resampling methods to
use for nested resampling). Although simple resampling may turn out to be a viable
option in some applications (including our example), this can generally not be known in
advance. Therefore, we discourage its use in settings involving HP tuning, as well as any
other evaluation procedures that could result in data leakage.

Regardless of how model generation and evaluation are performed, it is essential that
they and all other relevant details (e.g., the complete learning pipeline and its HPs) are
transparently reported in both code and text form. For this purpose, users may rely
on checklists such as REFORMS (Kapoor et al., 2024; intended for all applied research
fields using ML) or TRIPOD-AI (Collins et al., 2024b; intended for clinical prediction
models). While transparency does not imply correctness, it allows readers to identify
potential issues such as data leakage, and to critically interpret the claimed model per-
formance. Moreover, it emphasizes the existence and importance of preprocessing and

its HPs, while the current lack of transparency can create the impression that the data
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were not preprocessed at all or that no alternative preprocessing options were explored.
To further enhance transparency and encourage applied ML users to be more intentional
about their choices, it is also possible to preregister the entire model development process,
for example, by using the template proposed by Hofman et al. (2023).

In conclusion, by addressing the implications and pitfalls of HP tuning from an applied
perspective and emphasizing often-overlooked aspects, we hope that this review can fur-

ther enhance the quality of ML-based predictive modeling.
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Supplementary Material
A Other leakage types

As stated in Section 2.4.2, Kapoor and Narayanan (2023) identify three general types
of data leakage, which may arise from: (i) overlap between the data used for model
generation and evaluation, (ii) violation of the assumption that all observations are inde-
pendently drawn from the same distribution, or (iii) use of illegitimate features. While our
paper primarily addresses overlap-induced data leakage, we will now provide additional

details on the other two types.

A.1 Violation of the i.i.d. assumption

In the following, we first consider the case of Setting I with Di.in = D and discuss the
implications for Dy, C D and Setting I afterwards.

Even with a strict separation between the data used for model generation and evalua-
tion, achieved through the use of resampling methods, data leakage can still occur if the
assumption that all observations in Di,.in are independently drawn from the same distri-
bution is violated. This assumption, also known as the i.i.d. assumption, was stated in
Section 2.1. Non-i.i.d. settings may, for example, arise when Dy.i, is a clustered data set,
i.e. when the observations originate from different clusters (e.g., study centers). Observa-
tions within clusters are typically more similar than observations between clusters, where
similarity can refer to both the feature vector £ or the outcome y® (Hornung et al.,
2023). If the prediction model is intended to be applied to observations from other clus-
ters than those present in Dy, in the future, resampling methods that are based on
random sampling (i.e. ignoring the cluster structure) will be optimistically biased since
in each resampling iteration, the observations in Diey are more similar to Dy, ;. than ob-
servations originating from new clusters (Hornung et al., 2023; Kapoor and Narayanan,
2023; Rosenblatt et al., 2024). Although the level of optimistic bias depends on the spe-
cific clustering structure (e.g., cluster size and correlation within clusters), it is generally

recommended to perform grouped resampling at cluster level, where all observations in a

/

frain OF Drest in each resampling iteration (Hornung et al.,

cluster are either assigned to D
2023; Bischl et al., 2023). In the context of healthcare research, this type of resam-
pling is referred to as internal-external validation (Collins et al., 2024a; Debray et al.,
2023). For other examples of non-i.i.d. settings and corresponding resampling methods,
see Hornung et al. (2023) and the references therein.

Our elaborations also apply to the case of Setting I with Dy, C D, with a permanent

holdout used instead of a (temporary) resampling method; here, one simply replaces
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Dirain With D and D, with Dyain.

In Setting II, where resampling is typically used for both model generation (tuning) and
evaluation, data leakage due to the violation of the i.i.d. assumption biases the predic-
tion error estimate of the final model only when the non-i.i.d. data structure is ignored
during model evaluation. This occurs specifically in the outer resampling loop of nested
resampling (for Dyaim = D) or in the permanent outer holdout (for Dy C D). However,
it is recommended to also take into account the non-i.i.d. data structure during tuning,
both for the final prediction model and, if nested resampling is used, within the inner

resampling loop, to ensure consistency (Hornung et al., 2023).

A.2 Use of illegitimate features

If Dirain and Dyegt include features that are generally not available for new observations to
which the model will be applied in practice, these features can be considered illegitimate,
and if included in the final prediction model, constitute another type of data leakage. An
example raised by Kapoor and Narayanan (2023) is the use of anti-hypertensive drugs as
a feature for predicting hypertension. Note that this type of data leakage is conceptually
different from the other two types, as it stems from a design issue that is independent of

the model evaluation procedure.

B Additional information on the empirical illustra-
tion

B.1 Descriptive statistics
Table S1 provides descriptive statistics of the COMPANION data set used in the empirical

illustration.

B.2 Preprocessing steps

B.2.1 [Initial preprocessing steps

In the following, we describe the parameterless and pre-specified preprocessing steps
that are applied to the full COMPANION data set in its rawest version available. Note
that the raw data set is on patient contact level, which was the unit for data collection

(Hodiamont et al., 2022). The initial preprocessing steps are:
(i) data cleaning steps (e.g., correct variable types and labels),

(ii) the removal of contacts with palliative care phase “bereavement”, AKPS = 0

(“dead”), or costs = 0,
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Table S1: Distribution of the outcome variable and features in the COMPANION data set
after applying the initial preprocessing steps (described in Supplementary Section B.2.1).
In addition, two preprocessing steps from the learning pipeline Z (see Sections 5.2.2 and
B.2.2) have been performed: the correction of costs and the aggregation of the IPOS
score (default version).

n =1,449

Average cost per day per palliative care phase (€)
Mean (SD)
Median [Min, Max]

Palliative care phase

49.0 (43.1)
35.9 [0.315, 357]

stable 453 (31.3%)

unstable 281 (19.4%)

deteriorating 486 (33.5%)

terminal 229 (15.8%)
Age (years)

Mean (SD) 74.7 (12.2)

Median [Min, Max] 76.0 [23, 102]
Confusion

absent 950 (65.6%)

mild 248 (17.1%)

moderate 144 (9.9%)

severe 107 (7.4%)
Agitation

absent 837 (57.8%)

mild 306 (21.1%)

moderate 217 (15.0%)

severe 89 (6.1%)
AKPS

(10) comatose or barely rousable 79 (5.5%)

(20) totally bedfast and requiring extensive nursing care

by professionals and/or family 381 (26.3%)

(30) almost completely bedfast 242 (16.7%)

(40) in bed more than 50% of the time 270 (18.6%)

(50) considerable assistance and frequent medical care required 265 (18.3%)

(60) able to care for most needs; but requires occasional assistance 151 (10.4%)

(70) cares for self; unable to carry on normal activity or

to do active work 38 (2.6%)

(80) normal activity with effort; some signs or symptoms of disease 14 (1.0%)

(90) able to carry on normal activity; minor sign of symptoms

of disease 9 (0.6%)
IPOS total score

Mean (SD) 24.8 (7.98)

Median [Min, Max] 25.0 [2.00, 55.0]
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(iii) the aggregation of the contact level data into palliative care phase level data (the
outcome is constructed by summing the costs of all patient contacts and dividing by
the number of days in the corresponding phase; for features that may vary during

a phase, the highest value of the first day is used),

(iv) the removal of palliative care phases (one phase with an extreme and implausible
cost value is removed; phases with “missing” values in either one or both cogni-
tive features or in one of the individual TPOS features are removed; phases with

“missing” or “cannot assess” in the AKPS feature are removed), and

(v) the replacement of “cannot assess” values with “absent” in the two cognitive fea-

tures.
These preprocessing steps yield a data set with 1,449 observations.

B.2.2 Preprocessing steps in the learning pipeline
In this section, we detail the six preprocessing steps of the learning pipeline Z that is
applied in each training process, including their associated HPs. An overview of these

preprocessing steps is given in Figure 4.

Correction of costs As stated in Section 5.1, the outcome variable 3 is defined as the
average cost per day in palliative care phase ¢, which is intended to reflect the resource
needs in that phase. This variable is calculated based on the staff time used to care
for a patient and their relatives on each day of the corresponding palliative care phase.
However, analyses have shown that if a palliative care phase is the first phase in an episode
of care (see Supplementary Section B.5 for more information on episodes of care), the
staff time and thus the costs of the first day are increased regardless of the complexity of
the palliative care situation (e.g., due to time-consuming admission interviews). For this
reason, the first-day costs of the first phase of an episode are adjusted using a factor based
on comparisons with the costs of the first days in later phases of an episode. This factor
is initially calculated for each palliative care team and then averaged to obtain a single
overall correction factor, denoted as €...rc;- This preprocessing step accordingly includes
a parameter that must be estimated from the data set, though it does not involve any
HPs in our illustration. Moreover, it is a step that modifies the outcome (albeit slightly),
not for compatibility with the learning algorithm, but to change the interpretation of
the prediction model, which now intends to predict a corrected version of the outcome.

Accordingly, this step is also applied during prediction.
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Removal of cost outliers The distribution of the outcome variable in the COMPAN-
ION data set is right skewed, i.e. some palliative care phases have exceptionally high
costs (see Table S1). Since it is not possible to definitively attribute these values to data
entry errors, they are not permanently removed from the data set. However, since the
prediction values calculated by the corresponding decision tree algorithm in each terminal
node can be sensitive to outliers, removing cost outliers during the training process could
improve model performance. Importantly, this preprocessing step is only applied during
training and not during prediction, i.e. when the final prediction model is used to make
predictions on a data set, no cost outliers are removed. Removing them during prediction
could artificially improve the model’s performance, as cost outliers are typically difficult
to predict correctly (see also Kapoor and Narayanan, 2023).

The definition of outliers is generally not straightforward, as many possible options ex-
ist (Kuhn and Johnson, 2013; Steyerberg, 2019). We denote the corresponding HP as
Aouttier- I our illustration, we define all cost values higher than the A,,u;.-th cost per-
centile as outliers, with Ayuier € {100,99,95,90}. If Ausier = 100 (the default value), no
outliers are removed. Note that this preprocessing step includes the parameter 0,4,

which corresponds to the percentile calculated according to Aousier-

Handling of “cannot assess” values in IPOS features As outlined in Section 5.1,
the set of features to generate the prediction model includes the Integrated Palliative
care Outcome Scale (IPOS; Murtagh et al., 2019), which is a score based on 17 individual
features covering physical symptoms, psycho-social burden, family needs, and practical
problems. Each of the 17 features is ordinal and can take values from 0 to 4, where 0
and 4 correspond to the least and highest symptom or concern severity, respectively. For
example, for the features IPOS-“Pain” and IPOS-“Shortness of Breath”, a value of 0 cor-
responds to “not at all” and a value of 4 corresponds to “overwhelmingly” (see Figure S1
for an overview of all 17 features). In its default version (see the next preprocessing step),
the IPOS score is constructed by summing all 17 features, resulting in a score that ranges
from 0 to 68. However, each TPOS feature also includes missing values, which are either
due to missing data entries (coded as “missing”) or because the response option “can-
not assess” was selected during the IPOS assessment. For example, assessing whether
a patient is burdened by pain (IPOS-“Pain”) can be challenging for clinical staff if the
patient is comatose.

While observations affected by the first type of missing values (“missing”) do not occur
often and are removed as part of the initial preprocessing steps described in Section B.2.1,
handling the “cannot assess” values is more challenging. If all observations with at least

one “cannot assess” response were removed, almost half of the COMPANION data set
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cannot
assess

. not at all slightly moderately severely . overwhelmingly

IPOS: Poor mobility -
IPOS: Drowsiness
IPOS: Sore or dry mouth -
IPOS: Constipation A
IPOS: Poor appetite
IPOS: Vomiting

IPOS: Nausea 1

IPOS: Weakness or |
lack of energy

IPOS: Shortness of breath

IPOS: Pain
0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00
Proportion
b
! ! most of cannot
. not at all occasionally sometimes the time always assess
IPOS: Depression A - .
IPOS: Family anxiety 4 I _
IPOS: Patient anxiety 1 - -
0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00
Proportion
c most of " ’ cannot
. always the time sometimes occasionally . not at all assess
IPOS: Information _ I
IPOS: Sharing feelings q - I
IPOS: Feeling at peace . .
0.00 025 050 0.75 1.00
Proportion
d . addressed or mostly partly hardly not cannot
no problem addressed addressed addressed addressed assess

IPOS: Practical matters A - .

0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00
Proportion

Figure S1: Distribution of the 17 individual IPOS features in the COMPANION data set
after applying the initial preprocessing steps (described in Supplementary Section B.2.1).
a: Physical symptoms. b: Emotional symptoms. ¢: Communication issues. d: Practical
issues.

would be discarded (see Table S2; this would also apply approximately to any subset
Dirain OF Dyey of the COMPANION data set). To avoid the loss of valuable information,
an alternative approach is to treat “cannot assess” values as 0 (i.e. least symptom or

concern severity), based on the assumption that an unobserved burden does not initiate a
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care mandate and therefore does not result in costs. However, it is not clear whether this
assumption is valid for observations where many or even all IPOS features are recorded as
“cannot assess” (e.g., if 15 out of 17 IPOS features are recorded as “cannot assess”, these
features might not have been assessed at all). It could thus be a reasonable approach
to set “cannot assess” values to 0 but exclude observations with many “cannot assess”
values, as they potentially result in incorrect IPOS scores. Specifying the exact threshold
for the maximum number of “cannot assess” values is, however, not straightforward. It
can be denoted as HP )\, and ranges from 0 to 17 (observations with more than .,
“cannot assess” values are removed; if A\, = 17, no observations are removed). In our il-
lustration, we consider the values {16, 14,12, 10} for A.,, with A., = 16 being the default.
This preprocessing step does not have any parameters. Since it removes observations, it
modifies the distribution of the outcome variable. We argue that if observations with more
than \., “cannot assess” values are found to yield unreliable IPOS scores, the resulting
prediction model should not be used for future observations where this criterion applies,
implying that the corresponding preprocessing step alters the scope of the model (such
that it cannot be used for observations with more than \., IPOS features recorded as
“cannot assess” ). Accordingly, this step is also applied during the prediction process. As
shown in Table S2, the change in the outcome distribution is, however, minimal because
the values considered for A., remove only a small number of observations (9 observations
for A.e = 10 and 0 observations for A., = 16) from the full COMPANION data set with
1,449 observations. As discussed in Section 2.3.4, it is recommended to specify HPs of
preprocessing steps that affect the outcome distribution based on user expertise rather
than tuning. However, given that this step only removes a few observations and because

specifying \., based on user expertise is challenging, we argue that ., can be tuned.

Calculation of TPOS score After removing observations based on their individual
IPOS feature values, the next preprocessing step is to construct the IPOS score from
these features. Aggregating the individual IPOS features into an IPOS score can be done
in several ways, and we denote the corresponding HP as \;,.s. A straightforward and
commonly used option is to simply sum the values of all 17 IPOS features, which we
denote as IPOS-total (the default of A;,s).

Instead of aggregating all 17 IPOS features into one score, it is also possible to gener-
ate multiple IPOS scores based on the subscales in which the features can be divided
(Murtagh et al., 2019). These subscales are: (i) physical symptoms (10 features), (ii)
emotional symptoms (4 features), and (iii) communication/practical issues (3 features)
(see Figure S1). In our illustration, we consider the generation of two subscale scores:

one score that sums the features corresponding to the physical symptoms (IPOS-physical;
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Table S2: Outcome distribution (average cost per day per palliative care phase) in the
full COMPANION data set (after applying the initial preprocessing steps described in
Supplementary Section B.2.1) if observations with more than A, € {0,10,12,14,16}
“cannot assess” values in the 17 individual TPOS features are removed. The minimum
and maximum number of “cannot assess” values are 0 and 17, respectively.

Aea =0
Mean (SD) 48.62 (45.12)
Median (Min, Max) 34.96 (1.11, 356.70)
Missing 662 (45.7%)

Aea = 10
Mean (SD) 49.03 (43.14)
Median (Min, Max) 35.91 (0.32, 356.70)
Missing 9 (0.6%)

Aea = 12
Mean (SD) 48.98 (43.09)
Median (Min, Max) 35.91 (0.32, 356.70)
Missing 3 (0.2%)

Aea = 14
Mean (SD) 48.99 (43.07)
Median (Min, Max) 35.92 (0.32, 356.70)
Missing 2 (0.1%)

Aea = 16
Mean (SD) 48.98 (43.05)
Median (Min, Max) 35.92 (0.32, 356.70)
Missing 0 (0.0%)

[0,40]) and one score that sums the remaining features (IPOS-others; [0, 28]). Note that
in this case, the number of features provided to the learning algorithm increases from
p=6top=".

A third option to construct the IPOS score is to sum all 17 IPOS features as in the IPOS-
total score, but recode them (before summing) as 1 if their value is € {3,4} (i.e. takes
one of the two most extreme values), and 0 otherwise. This score will be referred to as
the IPOS-extreme score and ranges from 0 to 17. It was developed by the COMPANION
team and was motivated by the possibly too strict assumption made by the previous
preprocessing step, namely that “cannot assess” values are equivalent to a value of 0.
This assumption is relaxed by the IPOS-extreme score, which only requires assuming
that the true value of an IPOS feature recorded as “cannot assess” is € {0, 1,2} and not
necessarily equal to 0.

The fourth considered TPOS score option is similar to the IPOS-extreme score, except
that the features IPOS-“Pain” and IPOS-“Shortness of Breath” are excluded from the
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score (which now ranges from 0 to 15) and are instead provided separately on their orig-
inal ordinal scale to the learning algorithm. The motivation for this version is that pain
and shortness of breath may be strong predictors of the costs associated with a palliative
care phase. Therefore, model performance might be improved by including IPOS-“Pain”
and [POS-“Shortness of Breath” as individual features rather than aggregating them into
the IPOS-extreme score. If this IPOS option is used, the number of features provided to
the learning algorithm increases from p = 6 to p = 8.

This preprocessing step does not have any parameters. Moreover, it does not alter the

outcome distribution, which is why it is applied during both training and prediction.

Modification of feature “age” In the COMPANION data set, age is measured on an
integer scale and ranges from 23 to 102 years (see Table S1). In its default configuration,
this feature is provided to the learning algorithm on its original integer scale, without any
preprocessing. Alternatively, it could be transformed into a categorical feature with six
categories, using the years 50, 60, 70, 80, and 90 as cutpoints. This option could improve
the model’s prediction error, as, for example, the CART algorithm suffers from a selection
bias towards features with many possible splits (Hothorn et al., 2006). We refer to the
HP that specifies the used option as Agg., With no modification of age as default. This
preprocessing step has the same characteristics as the aggregation of individual TPOS

features into a score (i.e. no parameters, applied during training and prediction).

Modification of feature “AKPS” The Australian Karnofsky Performance Score
(AKPS; Abernethy et al., 2005), which measures patients’ functional status on an ordinal
scale, takes values of {10, 20, ...,90} in the COMPANION data set, with AKPS = 10 cor-
responding to “comatose or barely rousable” and AKPS = 90 to “able to carry on normal
activity; minor sign of symptoms of disease” (see Table S1). In its default configuration,
AKPS is considered ordinal, with the three highest categories, 70, 80, and 90, merged due
to their low frequency. However, it might also be reasonable to transform AKPS into an
unordered categorical variable, as costs may not monotonically decrease or increase with
AKPS, but could be highest when the patient has, for example, an AKPS of 50, which
corresponds to “considerable assistance and frequent medical care required”. In this case,
we collapse the AKPS categories even further to avoid overfitting, resulting in AKPS
€ {10-20,30-50,60-90}. We refer to the corresponding HP as Agps, with the ordered
AKPS variable as default. This preprocessing step has the same characteristics as the two

previous preprocessing steps (i.e. no parameters, applied during training and prediction).
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Note that for the preprocessing steps estimating parameters from the available observa-
tions (i.e. correction of costs, with O.pmrect, and removal of cost outliers, with O, ),
their position in the preprocessing pipeline in relation to the steps where observations are
removed (i.e. removal of outliers and handling of “cannot assess” values) is of relevance
since a different set of observations might yield a different parameter estimate. Accord-
ingly, performing the preprocessing steps in a different order could lead to (slightly)
different results.

Moreover, during the execution of the illustration as described in Section 5.2.1, in some
resampling iterations performed during model generation and evaluation (particularly
for nested CV), it occasionally happens that certain ordinal or categorical features in
the data subset for which predictions are being made contain new values that were not
encountered during training. This issue occurs exclusively with the highest and /or lowest
values of these features, which are less frequent in the original COMPANION data set
and thus more likely to be absent in the training set. Specifically, this affects the highest
value of (cognitive) agitation, the highest and lowest values of AKPS (if AKPS is not
collapsed into three unordered categories), the lowest value of age (if age is transformed
into a categorical feature), and the highest values of “Pain” and IPOS-“Shortness of
Breath” (if the fourth option for aggregating the IPOS score is selected). In these cases,
we collapse the highest and second highest and/or lowest and second lowest values when

making predictions.

B.3 Performance measures

In the illustration, two performance measures are considered: RMSE and R%. The RMSE
is obtained by taking the square root of the MSE (see Section 3.1) and is expressed in
the same units as the outcome variable (i.e. costs in €). It ranges from 0 to oo, where
RMSE = 0 indicates perfect prediction. The R? performance measure is calculated by
dividing the squared error of the prediction model by the squared error of a naive model
that predicts the mean and then subtracting this ratio from 1. It is a relative measure
that can be interpreted as the proportion of variance in the outcome variable explained
by the prediction model. The range of R? is (—oo, 1], with R? = 1 indicating perfect
prediction and a R? value of 0 or less indicating that a model performs no better or worse
than the naive model, respectively. In this context, a lower prediction error corresponds
to a higher R? value. See, e.g., Kuhn and Johnson (2013) for more details on both

performance measures.
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B.4 Absolute prediction error estimates and selected HPs

Model evaluation EJ PEy, : Apparent error E3 PEygin : 10-fold CV error EJ PEygin : 10-2—fold nested CV error E3 PE,ew

Model generation
I-no tuning ll-manual-P ll-automated-A | ll-combined-PA | ll-automated—PA
Nirain = 362 Nirain = 724 Nirain = 362 Nirain = 724 Nirain = 362 Ntrain = 724 Nirain = 362 Nirain = 724 Nirain = 362 Nirain = 724

50 X} .

ISNY

Prediction error estimate
aINseaw 8ouBWI0ad

CART CIT CART CIT CART CIT CART CIT CART CIT CART CIT CART CIT CART CIT CART CIT CART CIT
Learning algorithm

Figure S2: Absolute prediction error estimates P/’I\Etmm across 96 analysis settings, with
each boxplot summarizing 50 repetitions of a specific setting. Additionally, absolute
prediction error estimates PE, ., are shown. Importantly, PE,., is independent of the
model evaluation procedure performed on Dy, and is therefore shown only for the 40
settings formed by all possible combinations of model generation procedures, performance
measures, sample sizes, and learning algorithms (5 x 2 x 2 x 2 = 40), where each boxplot
again represents b0 repetitions. For reference, the dotted line represents the median
prediction error estimate on Dy, (averaged over the 50 repetitions) for a featureless
learning algorithm, which naively predicts the mean. Taking the difference between
PEain and PE,, for each repetition results in Figure 5 in the main text.
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Figure S3: Selected HPs for the analysis settings where CART is used as the learning
algorithm and ny.,, = 362. Only model generation procedures that involve tuning the
corresponding HP type are shown. a: Preprocessing HPs. The labels A, B, C, and D
correspond to the first, second, and, if present, subsequent values in the corresponding
search space (with A being the default value). b and c: Algorithm HPs. Each boxplot
represents 50 repetitions. The solid and dashed lines indicate the range of the considered
search space and the default value, respectively.
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Figure S4: Selected HPs for the analysis settings where CART is used as the learning
algorithm and ny.,, = 724. Only model generation procedures that involve tuning the
corresponding HP type are shown. a: Preprocessing HPs. The labels A, B, C, and D
correspond to the first, second, and, if present, subsequent values in the corresponding
search space (with A being the default value). b and ¢: Algorithm HPs. Each boxplot
represents 50 repetitions. The solid and dashed lines indicate the range of the considered
search space and the default value, respectively.
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Figure S5: Selected HPs for the analysis settings where CIT is used as the learning
algorithm and ny.,, = 362. Only model generation procedures that involve tuning the
corresponding HP type are shown. a: Preprocessing HPs. The labels A, B, C, and D
correspond to the first, second, and, if present, subsequent values in the corresponding
search space (with A being the default value). b and ¢: Algorithm HPs. Each boxplot
represents 50 repetitions. The solid and dashed lines indicate the range of the considered
search space and the default value, respectively.
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Figure S6: Selected HPs for the analysis settings where CIT is used as the learning
algorithm and ny.,, = 724. Only model generation procedures that involve tuning the
corresponding HP type are shown. a: Preprocessing HPs. The labels A, B, C, and D
correspond to the first, second, and, if present, subsequent values in the corresponding
search space (with A being the default value). b and ¢: Algorithm HPs. Each boxplot
represents 50 repetitions. The solid and dashed lines indicate the range of the considered
search space and the default value, respectively.
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B.5 Clustering structure

In Figure 5 (Section 5.3), which presents the prediction error differences for 96 analy-
sis settings, it can be seen that the CV error unexpectedly exhibits an optimistic bias
in settings without HP tuning. The same observation applies to the nested CV error
in analysis settings with HP tuning. These results can be attributed to the clustering
structure of the COMPANION data set, and we will explain this in more detail below.
Specifically, we will describe the clustering structure (Section B.5.1), explain how it im-
pacts the estimated prediction errors (Section B.5.2), discuss why the experimental setup
was not adapted to account for this clustering (Section B.5.3), and present an additional

extension of the experimental setup with respect to clustering (Section B.5.4).

B.5.1 Clustering in the COMPANION data set

The COMPANION data set exhibits a nested clustering structure. At the first level, clus-
tering arises because several palliative care phases may originate from the same episode
of care of a patient. An episode of care is defined as the period between admission to a
specific specialist palliative care setting and the termination of care in that same setting.
At the second level, clustering occurs because the episodes of care in the data were col-
lected from different palliative care teams. Episodes within the same team are typically
more similar to one another than to episodes from different teams. Since no episode of
care is associated with more than one palliative care team, the clustering follows a nested
structure.

As a result, the 1,449 palliative care phases reported for the COMPANION data set in
Section 5.1 originate from 705 episodes of care, which in turn are collected from 9 spe-
cialist palliative home care teams. A more detailed depiction of this nested clustering

structure is provided in Figure S7.

B.5.2 Impact on prediction error estimates

While our empirical illustration and the paper as a whole focus on overlap-induced data
leakage, the clustering structure of the COMPANION data set introduces another form
of leakage that generally occurs when the assumption of independent and identically
distributed (i.i.d.) observations is violated and the violation is not accounted for during
model evaluation. This type of leakage is briefly mentioned in Section 2.4.2 of the main
paper and described in more detail in Supplementary Section A.1. As a result, the
prediction error estimates can be optimistically biased, even in the absence of overlap-
induced data leakage. We now explain where the clustering is not accounted for in
the experimental setup and how this affects the estimated prediction errors and their
differences.

First, the clustering structure is ignored when splitting the COMPANION data set into
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Figure S7: Overview of the nested clustering structure in the COMPANION data set.
The x-axis represents the clusters, and the y-axis indicates the cluster size. a: Phases
within episodes (first-level clustering). b: Episodes within teams (second-level clustering).
The labeling of the teams (A, B, C, etc.) is specific to this plot and reflects the teams’
ordering based on the number of episodes, with ‘A’ representing the team with the most
episodes.

Dirain and Diey, as the split is performed at the phase level rather than at the episode
or team level. Consequently, if the prediction model is intended to be applied to new
episodes and teams not present in the COMPANION data set, P/’Enew is optimistically

biased, as it has an unfair advantage compared to other data sets with new episodes
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and teams. A more precise statement in step (iii) in Section 5.2.1 would thus be that
ﬁ)new is unbiased except for a potential optimistic bias caused by clustering-induced data
leakage. Second, if lsﬁtrain is estimated via simple or nested CV, the clustering structure
is also ignored when creating the CV splits. Accordingly, as with ISEDGW, this leads to an
optimistic bias in @tram due to data leakage induced by clustering (although in contrast
to @new, @train may also be affected by other biases). Note that for nested CV, it is
only the ignoring of the clustering in the outer CV loop that results in the optimistic
bias, as the inner splits are only used for tuning.

For the difference between ISEtrain and ISEDGW, which is the focus of our illustration, this
has two key implications: If P/’I\Etrain results from an analysis setting where the apparent
error was used to evaluate the final prediction model, the difference between P/’I\Etrain
and ISEHGW may underestimate the optimistic bias that would arise if D, contained
exclusively observations from new episodes and teams not present in Dipin. If ISEtrain
corresponds to the simple or nested CV error, the clustering-induced optimistic bias
would — under the assumption that P/’I\Etram and @new are subject to the same level of
bias — effectively cancel out when considering the difference between ISEtrain and ISEHGW.
However, as shown in Figure 5, this is not the case. Further analysis (not shown) reveals

that the observed differences arise from the slightly higher proportion of patient episodes

!
train

present in both D and Dyt during resampling, compared to the proportion of episodes
present in both Di,ai, and Dy, during the initial split. As a result, P/’Etrain is affected by
a larger optimistic bias than ISEHGW, which manifests in Figure 5, where their difference

is examined.

B.5.3 Splits on cluster level

To prevent data leakage due to clustering, both the initial split into Dyan and Dieyw, as
well as any resampling method applied to Dirain, must be performed at the team level.
With a total of 9 teams, this means that in each repetition of every analysis setting, D, ain
consists of either 4 or 5 teams. Furthermore, when performing CV on Dy, at the team
level, it is not possible to create 10 folds. Instead, each team forms a fold, and CV is
carried out in a leave-one-out manner. Figure S8 presents the resulting prediction error
differences for all analysis settings where no HPs are tuned, alongside the corresponding
results from the original setup with naive splits (i.e. splits that ignore clustering) for
comparison. First, it can be observed that if ISEtrain corresponds to the CV error, the
differences are smaller than or equal to zero for RMSE. This confirms that the optimistic
bias found for the CV error in the corresponding naive setup is caused by the clustering
structure of the data. However, Figure S8b also reveals that performing CV at the team

level leads to highly variable prediction error differences, which is not surprising given
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Figure S8: Comparison of prediction error differences when clustering is ignored vs.
accounted for. Both subfigures present the prediction error differences for all considered
analysis settings without HP tuning, with each boxplot summarizing 50 repetitions of
a specific setting. The /I\Drediction error differences are calculated as PE, ., — PEiain for
RMSE and PE ., — PELew for B2 a: Naive setup, where clustering is ignored during
splitting. Results are adapted from Figure 5, with extended y-axis limits. b: Cluster
setup, where clustering is accounted for by performing splits at the team level.

the limited number of teams, each varying in the number of episodes and phases they
contain. Since we argue that, under these circumstances, it is not reasonable to perform
HP tuning, we decided to ignore the clustering structure in the setup of our main analysis.
Additionally, in the interest of computational resources, we did not conduct the team-
level analysis for the remaining analysis settings involving tuning. However, this should

clearly not be taken as a standard for applications beyond illustrative purposes.

B.5.4 Learning algorithms for clustered data

In addition to performing splits at the cluster level, we also extended the main exper-
imental setup by including additional learning algorithms specifically designed for clus-
tered data. These are the Random Effects/Expectation-Maximization Tree algorithm
(REEMT; R package REEMtree; Sela and Simonoff, 2011), and the Linear Mixed-Effects
Model Tree algorithm (LMMT; R package glmertree; Fokkema et al., 2017). In the im-
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plementation used for our illustration, both algorithms take into account the clustering
structure by iterating between two steps: (i) fitting a decision tree using the CART algo-
rithm for REEMT or the CIT algorithm for LMMT and (ii) estimating random intercepts
via a linear mixed model, which are subtracted from the outcome variable in the subse-
quent tree-fitting iteration. To ensure model stability, random effects are only included
for each palliative care team, rather than for each individual episode, as more than 300
episodes consist of only a single palliative care phase (Figure S7a). Including REEMT
and LMMT in the analysis, however, does not yield new insights. Their results closely
resemble those of CART and CIT, as demonstrated in Figure S9, which compares the

prediction error differences of the algorithms.
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Figure S9: Comparison of prediction error differences between CART and CIT and their
counterparts that include random intercepts, REEMT and LMMT, respectively.
same model generation and evaluation procedures, performance measures, and sample
sizes as in the main setup are included. Each boxplot summarizes results from 50 repeti-
tions of a Speciﬁ(/:ﬁetting. The prediction error differences are calculated as PE, oy —PEirain
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