
14.0 RepresentaƟon 
Whenever we use raƟo studies to analyze assessment performance or use sales-based methods to esƟmate property 
value, we are assuming that properƟes that sell are similar to properƟes that do not sell and that representaƟon of 
unsold properƟes is proporƟonate with sales acƟvity. 
 
Is it safe or reasonable to make these assumpƟons? How can we test the validity of these assumpƟons?  
 
In my experience, all real estate markets have subsets of properƟes or submarkets that are not represented by sales. 
Many properƟes in disadvantaged communiƟes or properƟes that are not “typical” are not represented by sales, which 
can easily lead to errors in valuaƟon and/or analysis. One of the areas that I had to model in Philadelphia, had a small 
number of properƟes that were in poor condiƟon or were vacant and/or abandoned. There were no sales of those 
properƟes, so we could not directly model an adjustment coefficient for them. Neither could we treat them as “average” 
condiƟon properƟes.  
 
These properƟes would not be represented in a raƟo study, so how can we know if the values are fair? We must go 
beyond examinaƟon of sales and consider the degree to which all properƟes are adequately represented in the analysis. 
A representaƟon study can idenƟfy properƟes that are not directly represented by sales.  Note that a property’s status as 
unrepresented does not mean that the valuaƟon process cannot esƟmate a value – only that the model(s) must 
generalize to a higher degree. There is less specificity and more guesswork required in the esƟmaƟon of values.  
 

14.1 Group Summary Method 
A representaƟon study was conducted using the Keene Group Summary Method. This method creates groups of 
comparable properƟes and summarizes data about each group. Groups are created by combining LocaƟon, Building 
Type, Quality of ConstrucƟon, Era Built, Buildings Size Category, CondiƟon of Improvements, and a Subgroup Code that 
recognizes any special circumstance that needs to be considered.  
 
Group IdenƟfiers (Group IDs) have been built for all residenƟal properƟes and for each transacƟon in the sales file, using 
aƩributes as of the Ɵme of sale.  
 

                  
                                                          Figure 14 Anatomy of a Group ID   
               
Group IDs allow us to designate properƟes as members of groups and: 



 Make decisions at the group level, ensuring that all properties in the group are treated equally  
 Allow us to have different methods, adjustment coefficients, and techniques for different groups of properties   
 Keep aggregate or summary data for all groups and easily publish that data to the world 
 Compare sales to unsold properties to better understand representation 
 Precisely identify properties that are not represented by sales 
 Aid in review of market values 

ProperƟes will not be proporƟonately represented by sales, as sales may represent different numbers of accounts. Many 
groups of properƟes may be represented by few or no sales. 
 
Group IDs were built using both the 2,600 neighborhood codes and the 168 Census Block Groups as the locaƟon 
element. Using neighborhoods resulted in the creaƟon of 40,082 groups. Using Census Block Groups resulted in the 
creaƟon of 28,690 groups.  
 
There were simply too many groups that were unrepresented using the 2,600 neighborhoods, therefore Group IDs, 
based on Census Block Groups were used. Even so, almost 74% of the groups, which includes 49% of the properƟes, are 
not directly represented by at least one sale. The assumpƟon that sold properƟes represent all of the unsold properƟes 
is just wrong. We cannot assume raƟo studies actually reflect assessment performance for all properƟes.  
Figure 14.1 shows the representaƟon staƟsƟcs: 

 
Figure 14.1 Group ID StaƟsƟcs 

14.2 Group Summaries 
AŌer building the Group IDs, groups were summarized and a report was created, that comparing sales to the unsold 
inventory in terms of the central tendency and minimum, maximum, and range for market values; Ɵme adjusted prices; 
rate per square foot of improvements; and building sizes. Here is a small sample of this report, showing 6 groups from 
Shiloh/Sweeten Creek: 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

 



 
 

Figure 14.2.1 Group ID Report Sample 
Group 20042SC53N0 – a group of 28 large two-story residences of average quality, built between 1965 and 1985 and in 
average condiƟon – appear to be well represented by eight sales. The range in both market value ($102,000 to $423,100) 
and market value per square foot ($60.98 to $252.45) appear wide, suggesƟng there may be some flawed aƩribute data 
within the group. Overall, the group appears to be slightly undervalued.  
 
The other five groups in the sample are all average quality ranch houses in the same Census Block Group. These groups 
are all different in terms of size, age, and condiƟon.  The difference in good versus normal condiƟon is reflected in the 
higher values in 21021RaC22G0 versus 21021RaC22N0. The larger houses in 21021RaC23G0 have higher values than 
those in 21021RaC22G0. There are no sales for the 11 houses in 21021RaC32G0, but the values are in line with 
21021RaC22G0 – smaller houses in the same condiƟon - and also with 21021RaC32N0, which are the same size houses 
but in normal instead of good condiƟon.  
 
RecommendaƟon: Incorporate Group Summaries into both market value review and online informaƟon resource for 
consƟtuents. 
The data in this report can easily be stored as a table and exposed on the Assessor’s website as a resource for 
homeowners to beƩer understand the accuracy and fairness of their assessments. Any address can be linked to its  
Group ID and the summary for that group. Other closely related groups can also be displayed for homeowner.  One can 
also drill down to see all of the properƟes in the group and all of the qualified sales for the group. This can improve 
transparency for taxpayers. Appraisers can use Group Summaries to review projected values to determine if they are 
reasonable and in balance with values for similar groups. 
 
Every property that is not represented by at least one sale can be idenƟfied. We can also examine the distribuƟon of 
represented or unrepresented accounts to beƩer understand the kinds of properƟes about which a raƟo study will tell us 
liƩle or nothing. 
 

 
Map 14.2 ProperƟes that are represented or unrepresented by sales 

 
Side by side comparison of represented to unrepresented properƟes shows that unrepresented properƟes are found 
everywhere in the county. Sandy Mush and Broad River have many neighborhoods that are not represented.  



  
                                            Figure 14.2.2 RepresentaƟon by Community 
 
Figure 14.2.2 shows both the number of represented and unrepresented properƟes in each community. RepresentaƟon 
varies greatly across communiƟes. ProperƟes in West Asheville are best represented by sales, while those in Southwest 
Buncombe, Sandy Mush, Ivy, and Broad River are the least represented.  



 
                    Figure 14.2.3 RepresentaƟon by Race and Income 
 
Figure 14.2.3 This table shows that almost 90% of the properƟes in mostly non-white middle income neighborhoods are 
not represented by sales. It would be risky to draw conclusions or make policy decisions about this populaƟon from raƟo 
studies. Unfortunately, representaƟon is rarely considered by assessment analysts.   
 

 
                     Figure 14.2.4 RepresentaƟon by Value Class 
Figure 14.2.4 shows that the lowest rates of representaƟon are in the lowest and highest Price Classes. This is largely due 
to the non-homogenous inventory in those price ranges.  
  



        
                                  Figure 14.2.5 RepresentaƟon by CondiƟon 
 
Of the 98,177 residenƟal properƟes, only 4,396 (4.5%) are listed as being in less than average condiƟon. In reality, there 
are probably many more that have not been observed and are inaccurately listed and valued as average or beƩer 
condiƟon properƟes. All such properƟes will be overvalued.  

 
 
 
Figure 14.1.7 shows that properƟes in disadvantaged communiƟes are 
much less likely to be represented by sales. 
                              
 

                                     Figure 14.2.6 
 
14.3 Conclusions from the RepresentaƟon Study 
By associaƟng properƟes with groups of similar residences, we are able to gain insight into the number and types of 
properƟes that are not represented by sales. We are able to precisely idenƟfy 48,148 residences, 49% of the inventory, 
as unrepresented by at least one sale between January of 2020 and December of 2023. RaƟo studies alone tell us liƩle or 
nothing about these properƟes. Producing summaries about groups of accounts allows us to compare the values of 
properƟes in unrepresented groups to those that are represented in order to determine the degree to which those 
values are reasonable. 
 
Examining the distribuƟon of unrepresented properƟes, we see that there is much variance between communiƟes, value 
classes, condiƟon of improvements, and racial and income disparity. Lower than average condiƟon properƟes, properƟes 
in the lowest and highest values classes, and disadvantaged communiƟes are all significantly less represented than other 
properƟes. We cannot assume that market behavior is constant across all submarkets or that the level of assessment and 
assessment equity are revealed through raƟo staƟsƟcs. ConsideraƟon of representaƟon should be an integral part of the 
valuaƟon process going forward.   
 


