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1. Search Protocol
This review follows a narrative, expert informed approach rather than a formal systematic protocol. The search was iterative and supplemented by snowballing (forward and backward citation tracking) with predominantly coverage period 2000-2026 and expert knowledge of the field. The table below summarises the search strategy used to identify peer-reviewed literature.
	Element
	Description

	Databases
	Web of Science, Google Scholar

	Search terms
	"automated valuation model" OR "AVM" OR "mass appraisal"; "hedonic regression" OR "hedonic pricing"; "spatial econometrics" OR "geographically weighted regression"; "machine learning" AND ("real estate" OR "property valuation"); "explainable AI" OR "XAI" OR "SHAP"; "foundation models" OR "large language models" AND "real estate"

	Time horizon
	No fixed cut-off; recent work predominantly from 2015–2026, supplemented by foundational contributions (e.g., Rosen, 1974; Breiman, 1996; Friedman, 2001)

	Inclusion criteria
	Peer-reviewed journal articles, working papers, regulatory frameworks (EU, UK, US), professional standards (RICS, IVSC, TEGoVA, IAAO), publicly available commercial documentation

	Exclusion criteria
	Conference abstracts without full papers; non-English sources (except where regulatory frameworks required it); purely descriptive real estate market reports without methodological content

	Geographical scope
	Global, with emphasis on EU, UK, US markets (declared bias: authors' exposure to DACH region)

	Grey literature
	Included where authoritative: EBA Guidelines, EU AI Act, US Interagency Final Rule, RICS/IVSC/TEGoVA standards, central bank supervisory statements, Freddie Mac/Fannie Mae research notes

	Commercial evidence
	Limited to publicly available product documentation, vendor white papers, and secondary literature; no access to proprietary validation datasets




2. Source Classification
The table below classifies the main sources cited in Part I and Part II by type (representative examples). This supports transparency regarding the evidence base and helps readers distinguish between peer-reviewed research, grey literature, commercial sources, and regulatory frameworks.
	Source
	Type
	Notes

	Lorenz et al. (2023)
	Peer-reviewed
	Real Estate Economics

	Granna et al. (2025)
	Peer-reviewed
	Austrian Journal of Statistics

	Granna et al. (2022)
	Working paper
	UIBK Working Papers

	Narragon et al. (2021)
	Grey literature
	Freddie Mac Research Note

	European Union (2024)
	Regulatory
	EU AI Act

	Federal Register (2024)
	Regulatory
	US Interagency Final Rule

	RICS (2021, 2025)
	Professional standards
	AVM guidance, Red Book

	Zillow (various)
	Commercial
	Publicly available documentation




 3. Evidence Strength and Jurisdictional Depth
Part II Table 1 (Evidence Map) maps ten central findings against supporting sources, evidence strength, and jurisdictional depth. The classification follows these criteria:
Evidence Strength
Established: Finding is supported by multiple peer-reviewed studies, replicated across datasets or markets, and/or codified in regulatory or professional standards.
Emerging: Finding is supported by recent peer-reviewed work or authoritative grey literature but lacks replication or cross-jurisdictional validation.
Speculative: Finding is plausible and theoretically motivated but rests on limited empirical evidence, often from working papers, preprints, or single-case studies.
Jurisdictional Depth
Cross-jurisdictional: Evidence from multiple regions (EU, US, UK, or beyond).
EU-focused / US-focused: Evidence predominantly from one region.
Established (US); Under-researched (elsewhere): Empirical evidence robust in one jurisdiction but sparse in others, indicating a research gap.

4. Methodological Limitations
As stated in Part I Section 5 and Part II Section 8, this review has the following limitations:
Narrative approach: The review is narrative and expert informed rather than systematic. Source selection is shaped by the authors' domain expertise and exposure to European, particularly DACH, markets.
Selection bias: The literature was not screened against a formal quality protocol, and selection bias cannot be excluded.
Jurisdictional focus: The review emphasises EU, UK, and US frameworks. Generalisability to other markets is limited.
Commercial AVM evidence: Limited to publicly available documentation; no access to proprietary validation data.
Emergent topics: Evidence on ESG integration and foundation-model applications remains provisional.

5. Author Positionality
We write as practitioners working in the DACH region with professional experience in property valuation and property data science. This shapes the review in three ways:
Regulatory emphasis: Examples lean towards EU/DACH context.
Market focus: Residential property valuation is emphasised.
Declared bias: We treat this positionality as a declared bias and adopt an argumentative stance where evidence permits.

