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1.0 Introduction 

The term, “benefit‐cost analysis” (BCA), and its equivalent “cost‐benefit analysis,” 
may be used to describe almost any process for assessing the improvements and the 
harms associated with policy and other decisions.2 Before embarking on such an 
analysis, it seems useful to describe what we mean by these terms in a particular 
context. Agreement on definitions and framing helps ensure that we appropriately 
account for various impacts and that analyses of different programs and policies can be 
easily compared. Otherwise, real differences in impacts may be obscured by differences 
in approach. 

In this paper, I discuss a framework for benefit‐cost analysis of policing programs, 
recognizing that there are other ways to describe and implement such analyses. This 
framework builds on the conventional approach to BCA for major U.S. regulations, with 
some refinements and adjustments to fit the policing context as well as to reflect my 
own experience as an analyst.3,4 As part of this discussion, I include some questions and 
quandaries related to implementing this framework within the context of two case 
studies that are described separately (Policing Project 2016). 

2.0 Concepts and Definitions 5 

BCA is a well‐established and widely‐used approach for collecting, organizing, and 
analyzing information on policy impacts. If well conducted, it provides an objective, 
unbiased assessment of the positive and negative effects of alternative policies. It takes 
into account both quantifiable and non‐quantifiable impacts and describes the 
implications of related uncertainties for decision‐making. While BCA traditionally 

1 Harvard University (Center for Health Decision Science and Center for Risk Analysis), 
robinson@hsph.harvard.edu. 
2 While either term may be used, this paper references BCA to emphasize that the summary measure is 
net benefits (benefits minus costs). 
3 Basic guidance for assessing the impacts of major regulations is provided in OMB (2003).  Two 
agencies—the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA 2010) and the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS 2016)—have developed more detailed and comprehensive guidance. In addition, the 
U.S. Department of Transportation has issued guidance on valuing fatal and nonfatal injury risk reductions 
(DOT 2016a) and travel time savings (DOT 2016b).   
4 See Cohen (2016) for a survey on the use of BCA in criminal justice policy.  
5 The discussion in Sections 2 and 3 draws extensively from Robinson (2015). 
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focuses on estimating net benefits, how the impacts are distributed – who pays the costs 
and who accrues the benefits – is often important to decision‐makers and other 
stakeholders, and hence should also be estimated and reported. 

 BCA relies on monetary indicators of value, exploring the extent to which those 
affected are willing to trade off consumption of other goods and services for various 
policy outcomes. Money is not important per se. Rather, it is used as a convenient and 
well‐established measure of exchange that allows comparison of disparate impacts. 

The definition of value used in BCA is derived from welfare economic theory. Two key 
concepts are particularly important in this context. The first is the notion of 
“opportunity cost.” Using resources (such as labor or raw materials) for one purpose 
means that they are not available for other productive uses. Thus the value of a resource 
is determined by its most productive or beneficial use. 

The second is “consumer sovereignty.” Analysts generally assume that each individual 
is the best judge of his or her own welfare, respecting the preferences of those affected 
by a policy. Choosing to purchase a good or service presumably indicates that an 
individual values that item more than the other things he or she could have used that 
money to buy. Thus amount of money individuals are willing to exchange for a good or 
service is used to estimate its value; i.e., its opportunity costs. 

Denoting values in monetary terms has the advantage of providing information on the 
intensity as well as the direction of preferences. It mimics the actual trade‐offs implicit 
in most policy decisions. If a police department or a municipality chooses to spend more 
on one policy, it will not be able to use those resources for other purposes – including 
other policies that address the same or similar problems. 

Because analytic resources are limited, the ideal analysis will not assess all policy 
options, nor quantify all impacts, with equal precision. Conducting BCA requires 
subjecting the analysis itself to an informal benefit‐cost or value‐of‐information test. 
This involves considering what types of analysis, at what levels of detail, are most 
important to improve the basis for policy decisions.6 “Importance” may depend on the 
likely magnitude of the impacts; it may also depend on the need to respond to questions 
likely to be raised by decision‐makers and others. 

While BCA provides useful and important insights, it is rarely (if ever) the sole basis 
for policy decisions. There are often significant gaps in the available scientific 
research, which make it difficult to quantify some impacts and may lead to significant 
uncertainty. Judgment is required to determine how to best weigh non‐quantifiable 
effects and to make decisions when net benefits are highly uncertain. In addition, 
decision‐makers and other stakeholders need to consider both constraints and 
opportunities that are outside of the BCA framework, such legal requirements, overall 
policy goals, political and technical feasibility, and other factors. 

6 Screening analysis (e.g., that uses available data to test the effects of reasonable high and low parameter 
values on the results) is a useful tool for targeting efforts to ensure that the analysis itself is cost‐beneficial. 



3.0 Key Components 

BCA can be described as consisting of seven basic components; distributional analysis 
may be completed as a separate eighth component. These components are illustrated in 
Figure 1 and discussed below.7 

While shown as sequential process, in reality these components are iterative. As analysts 
acquire additional information and review their preliminary findings, they often find it 
useful to revisit and revise earlier decisions to reflect improved understanding of the 
issues. In addition, a well‐conducted analysis will include information on non‐quantified 
effects and other uncertainties – addressing the extent to which these uncertainties affect 
the likelihood that a particular policy yields positive net benefits or the relative ranking 
of the policy options. 

7 The background information sent to conference participants (Policing Program 2016) discusses in more 
detail many of the issues and methods mentioned in this section. The discussion that follows attempts to 
place these issues within the structure provided by Figure 1 and also briefly notes some additional methods 
that may be useful. 
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3.1 Define the problem 

The first step is to clearly define the problem to be addressed; i.e., the rationale for 
government intervention. Typically, these problems involve failures of the private 
market to provide adequate levels of protection, appropriate levels of competition, or 
needed information – or reflect the desire to address other social goals such as 
increasing the efficiency of government operations, protecting privacy, or promoting 
fairness. In the policing context, the primary problem in most cases is likely to relate to 
the need to reduce some type of criminal activity. 

3.2 Identify policy options 

Next, analysts should ideally identify a reasonable number of alternative policies that 
could be implemented to address the problem. Considering only one option can lead 
decision‐makers to ignore others that may be more cost‐beneficial; ideally three or more 
options should be assessed. These options may vary, for example, in the type of 
intervention, the stringency of the requirements, the types of individuals or 
establishments affected, or the ways in which the policies are implemented. While 
traditionally agencies often consider only options that are within their purview (such as 
other policing policies), it is often useful to also consider options for addressing the 
problem which could be implemented by other agencies or organizations. 

3.3 Determine who has standing 

“Standing” refers to identifying whose benefits and costs count. The analysis may, for 
example, consider impacts on all those who reside, work, or travel through the city, the 
metropolitan area, the county, or the state. The determination of standing also involves 
the question of whether to count illegal or immoral behavior and its consequences for 
individuals who engage in these behaviors. For example, should the preferences of a 
criminal be counted in determining the costs and benefits of a policy? What about the 
losses that accrue as a result of his or her incarceration, such as lost earnings and lost 
time with family and friends? 

When the question of standing raises difficult issues, it is often useful to report the 
results at different levels of aggregation. For example, the results could be reported for 
the municipality alone and for the municipality and the surrounding metropolitan area 
combined, or without and with inclusion of the effects on those who commit criminal 
acts. 

3.4 Predict baseline conditions 

BCA is frequently conducted from an ex ante perspective, before the policy is 
implemented. In such cases, each prospective policy option is typically compared to a 
“no action” baseline that reflects predicted future conditions in the absence of the 
policy. This baseline takes into account expected trends, recognizing that current 
conditions may not persist over time. For example, the size and characteristics of the 



 

population may be changing in ways that are likely to affect the incremental impacts 
of the policy, and policing strategies may be changing for reasons other than those 
associated with the policy.8 

3.5 Predict policy responses 

Predicting responses to the policy is often the most difficult step in the analyses, given 
the evolution of baseline conditions, the complexity of the policy options, the gaps in the 
data available, and the diversity of individuals and organizations affected. The goal of 
this step is to estimate behavioral changes attributable to the policy, so that the impacts 
of those changes on welfare can be valued in Step 6. In other words, this step typically 
involves quantifying impacts; Step 6 then involves monetizing them. 

A number of primary research methods may aid in predicting these responses, including 
randomized control trials, natural or quasi‐experiments, and/or statistical (regression) 
analyses. These methods may compare outcomes cross‐sectionally (e.g., across 
subgroups, districts, or jurisdictions) or longitudinally (over time), controlling for other 
influencing factors. Regardless of the method used, the available studies often address a 
somewhat different context than the policy, and analysts will need to address the 
resulting uncertainties in applying the results. 

Analysis frequently lack the time or funding to do new primary research to estimate 
these impacts. Instead, they typically review the available studies for quality and 
applicability and determine the extent to which the results can be adapted to fit the 
policy context. There is a substantial literature on conducting systematic reviews and 
“benefit transfers” which can aid the analyst in determining how to best conduct these 
reviews and apply the results. 9,10 In addition, several clearinghouses collect and 
integrate information on policy effectiveness.11 Structured expert elicitation is a useful 
approach for addressing research gaps or inconsistencies, that is designed to address 
well‐known heuristics and biases that can lead to poor judgment.12 

8 At times, analyses are conducted from an ex post rather than ex ante perspective. In such retrospective 
analysis, the impacts of the policy have materialized, and the challenge is to separate out the policy impacts 
from the impacts of other factors such as changes in demographics and in other policies. 
9 The term “benefit transfer” is somewhat of a misnomer; the steps it encompasses are applicable to almost 
any effort that applies the available research to a policy context that differs in some respects from the 
context studied. 
10 Robinson and Hammitt (2015a) provide an overview of research synthesis methods and related 
references; Johnston et al. (2015) provide a detailed discussion of the use of benefit transfer. Although the 
latter focuses on environmental values, the general framework and approaches it describes are useful in a 
variety of contexts. 
11 The Pew‐MacArthur “Results First” initiative (http://www.pewtrusts.org/en/projects/pew-macarthur-
results-first-initiative) provides more information on related efforts. The Washington State Institute for 
Public Policy provides an example of such a clearinghouse (http://www.wsipp.wa.gov/BenefitCost). 
12 There is a substantial literature on the design and implementation of structured expert elicitation, 
particularly in the risk analysis context. Some key examples include: Morgan and Henrion (1990), Cooke 
(1991), and O’Hagan et al. (2006). Although a full‐fledged elicitation can be expensive and time 
consuming to implement, this literature suggests many techniques that can be applied to improve the 
validity and reliability of less formal approaches for eliciting information from experts. 

http://www.pewtrusts.org/en/projects/pew-macarthur-results-first-initiative
http://www.pewtrusts.org/en/projects/pew-macarthur-results-first-initiative
http://www.wsipp.wa.gov/BenefitCost
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Regardless of the approach, analysts face several challenges. One is ensuring that 
changes that are likely to occur under the baseline are not inappropriately attributed to 
the policy, and that the causal link between the policy and behavioral change is clear. 
For example, illegal drug use may be decreasing for reasons unassociated with the 
implementation of a particular policing program. It is often useful to map relationships 
between the policy, the intermediate outcomes, and the ultimate effects on social welfare 
as a flowchart, influence diagram, or logic model to aid in clarifying the causal 
connections. For example, such mapping may relate changes in arrest rates to changes in 
crime rates to changes in the risks of death, injury, and property damage. These risk 
reductions can then be valued in Step 6. 

While intermediate outcomes (e.g., arrest rates) are often of interest to 
decision‐makers and stakeholders and should be reported, they need to be translated 
into welfare measures to estimate benefits. For example, a policy is not likely to be 
beneficial if it increases arrest rates but there is no associated decrease in crime and 
its consequences in comparison to what is likely to occur under the baseline. 

3.6 Estimate costs and benefits 

This step involves estimating the costs and benefits that result from the policy response. 
Whether a particular impact is categorized as a cost or a benefit often varies across the 
analyses, which can confuse decision‐makers and other stakeholders and makes 
comparisons difficult.13 

One (intuitively appealing) option is to use a simple production framework in 
categorizing impacts as costs or benefits. In this case, costs are the required inputs or 
investments needed to implement and operate the policy – including real resource 
expenditures such as labor and materials. Benefits are then the outputs or outcomes of 
the policy; i.e., the changes in welfare such as reduced risk of death, injury, or property 
damage. In this case, counterbalancing effects are assigned to the same category as the 
impact they offset. Consider, for example, implementation of a policy that increases 
automation, in a situation where such increased automation would not have been 
pursued absent the policy (i.e., in the baseline). In this case, the savings associated with 
automating previously‐manual tasks would be included as an offset in the cost 
category. If a policy increases risks in some neighborhoods or from some types of 
crime while decreasing risks in others, both the increases and the decreases would be 
included in calculating benefits. 

Within this framework, the valuation of costs is generally straightforward, since 

13 As long as the sign is correct (positive or negative), the categorization of an impact as a cost or a benefit 
will not affect the summary measure (net benefits). However, inconsistent categorization means that total 
costs or total benefits cannot necessarily be compared across analyses, nor are benefit‐cost ratios 
comparable. Ratios are problematic for other reasons. In particular, they are not sensitive to the size of the 
impacts; costs of $1 million that lead to benefits of $2 million result in the same ratio as costs of $10 and 
benefits of $20. 



 

market prices can be used to estimate the opportunity costs of the labor, materials, and 
other inputs used to implement the policy rather than for other purposes. The valuation 
of benefits is more difficult. In some cases, such as property damages, market prices 
may be a reasonable measure of value.14 Other outcomes require applying nonmarket 
valuation methods. These methods estimate individual willingness to pay (WTP) based 
on revealed or stated preferences. Revealed preference studies use market transactions 
or observed behavior to estimate the value of related goods. For example, the value of 
mortality risk reductions can be estimated based on the trade‐off between wages and 
job‐related risks, controlling statistically for other influencing factors.15 Stated 
preference methods instead use surveys to ask respondents to indicate their WTP under 
hypothetical scenarios.16 

Individual WTP for these outcomes is likely to vary depending on the characteristics 
of the individual (e.g., age, income) as well as on the characteristic of the risk (e.g., 
fatal vs. nonfatal, voluntary vs. involuntary). However, data gaps and inconsistencies 
make it difficult to estimate the effects of some characteristics on individual WTP.17 
For example, in Robinson et al. (2010) we explored the valuation of mortality risks 
associated with terrorist attacks. While we found that some studies suggest that more 
feared and ambiguous risks may be valued as much as twice as high as more 
common and predictable risks, other studies suggest smaller differences. More 
generally, while increased fear and anxiety within society may be one of the most 
important consequences of terrorism, the level of this more generalized fear may not 
be proportional to magnitude of the mortality risks, and hence may be most 
appropriately addressed separately.18 

14 Lost time (e.g., due to traffic stops) can be valued using market data on compensation, although use of 
such measures raises issues related to how to address labor market distortions; e.g., whether to include 
taxes and fringe benefits (see DOT 2016b, Baxter et al. 2017). In addition, to the extent that traffic stops are 
significantly less pleasurable uses of time than the alternative, compensation‐based measures may 
significantly understate the value of the change in time use. 
15 There is a large literature on the use of these methods to value decreased risks of death or injury. 
Robinson and Hammitt (2013) provide an overview; more detail is provided in EPA (2010), Robinson and 
Hammitt (2015b, 2016), and DOT (2016a). EPA (2010) as well as Freeman et al. (2014) provide additional 
information on valuing environmental and other risks. 
16 Carson (2012) provides a comprehensive history of stated preference studies. 
17 There is increasing interest in using measures of subjective well‐being (SWB), or “happiness,” to value 
outcomes in BCA. These measures are at times assigned monetary values by estimating the change in 
income that has the same effect on SWB as the outcome of concern. As discussed in a 2016 special series 
in the Journal of Benefit‐Cost Analysis (volume 7, number 1; Robinson (2016) provides an introduction 
and overview), more work is needed to adapt such measures for use in BCA. However, SWB measures can 
provide useful information that should be considered along with the results of the BCA when available. 
18 Policing Project (2016) discusses other studies that address the value of crime‐related risk reductions. 
One question raised by such studies is the extent to which the values vary due to the context or due to 
differences in the methodological approach. For example, U.S. Federal agencies generally estimate the 
value of reduced mortality risks as between $9 million and $10 million per statistical case currently, based 
largely (but not entirely) on review of studies of the relationship between wages and job‐related risks (see 
EPA 2010, DOT 2016, HHS 2016). If a study of crime‐related mortality risks finds higher or lower values, 
the difference may be due to the context (e.g., crime vs. employment) or due to the methods used (e.g., 
wage‐risk studies vs. stated preference studies). 



 

In identifying costs and benefits, analysts distinguish between resource costs and 
transfers. Transfers are monetary payments between individuals or groups that do not 
affect the total resources available to society, such as taxes, fees, and surcharges. They 
are a benefit to recipients and a cost to payers, with zero net effect. While transfers can 
be ignored in BCA, they are often of interest to policymakers and must considered when 
assessing the distribution of the impacts. In addition, transfers may influence behavior in 
ways that affect social welfare, which should be incorporated into the estimation of net 
benefits. 

3.7 Calculate net benefits 

The final step in the BCA involves comparing costs and benefits to determine which 
option, if any, provides the largest positive net benefits. Generally, impacts in future 
years are discounted to reflect time preferences as well as the opportunity costs of 
investments made in different periods. This discounting reflects the desire to receive 
benefits as soon as possible and to defer costs.19 

When comparing costs and benefits, analysts generally also address the effects of 
uncertainty, including non‐quantified effects. The goal is to ensure that decision‐makers 
and other stakeholders understand the extent to which these uncertainties – in the data, 
models, and assumptions – affect the estimates of the net benefits of alternative policies. 
Such uncertainties should always be discussed qualitatively (including information on 
the likely direction and magnitude of the resulting bias); sensitivity and probabilistic 
analysis are often useful to quantify the effects. When quantification or valuation of 
some impacts of concern is not possible, analysts should discuss the implications to 
ensure that they are not under‐ or over‐emphasized in the decision‐making process. 
Breakeven analysis, cost‐effectiveness analysis, and “what if” or bounding analysis are 
some of the quantitative methods that can be used to explore the potential impact of 
these effects. The results aid stakeholders in understanding the confidence they should 
have in the results and the likely direction and magnitude of any bias. 

3.8 Estimate the distribution 

While often considered to be outside of the BCA framework, the distribution of the 
impacts is frequently of great importance to decision‐makers and other stakeholders. At 
minimum, this distribution should be described in a supplement to the BCA; many have 
proposed approaches for more fully integrating distributional concerns into BCA, but 
none of these approaches have yet gained wide acceptance. 

A key step involves identifying which groups of organizations or individuals should 
be considered. It is often tempting to focus solely on adverse effects on 
disadvantaged groups. However, such focus is problematic because it leads analysts 

19 A three percent discount rate is a common default, but other rates may also be used. Ideally, the 
justification for the rate would be included in the analytic documentation and a common default rate would 
be used across analyses for comparability. It is often useful to also report the undiscounted values over 
time. 



 

to ignore potential beneficial effects that may be of equal or greater importance. The 
costs and benefits may be counterbalancing, or may differentially affect the 
advantaged and the disadvantaged.20,21 

Providing information on distribution makes the trade‐offs more explicit. 
Decision‐makers may choose the economically‐efficient option that maximizes net 
benefits, or may choose a less efficient option to ameliorate distributional impacts or 
achieve other policy goals. Undesirable distributional effects also may be mitigated by 
other programs that provide supplementary support to disadvantaged groups. 

4.0 Examples from the Case Studies 

While many of the implications of applying the above framework may be self‐evident, 
below I briefly discuss some examples of questions and quandaries related to its 
application to the two case studies described in Policing Program (2016). I focus largely 
on the general framework, rather than on the specific prompts provided in the case 
studies which are being addressed by other conference attendees. 

4.1 Define the problem and identify policy options (components 1 and 2) 

In both case studies, the problem is defined as making a decision on a particular policing 
activity. The first case study focuses on proactive enforcement, which involves stopping 
motor vehicles frequently for traffic violations to provide opportunities to search for 
weapon or drugs. The question in this case is whether to discontinue this program and 
replace it with “more positive engagement between police and citizens.” The second 
case study focuses on expanding the use of license plate readers, which are used to 
detect and deter automobile thefts as well as to identify automobiles registered by 
individuals with outstanding warrants and fines and to support criminal investigations. 
The question in this case is whether to purchase and operate additional readers. 
While this focus on a single policy is not necessarily problematic – it has the advantage 
of reflecting the actual decision‐making context – it raises the question of whether 
alternative framing would be useful. 

Figure 1 instead starts with the policy problem – reducing drug‐ and gang‐related crime 
in high‐crime areas in the first case; reducing motor vehicle thefts and supporting other 
police activities in the second case. Such framing can focus more attention on the 
question of whether another approach (i.e., other than proactive enforcement or license 
plate readers in these cases) would be a more cost‐beneficial way to address the 
problem, encouraging more explicit consideration of a broader range of policy options. 

20 See Robinson, Hammitt, and Zeckhauser (2016) and Robinson and Hammitt (2017) for more discussion. 
21 Given the distinction between costs and benefits noted earlier, the distribution of costs will depend on 
how they ultimately affect individuals; e.g., as workers and as taxpayers. If all costs are absorbed within the 
current budget of the police department (without requiring increases or decreases in funding), and the 
policy does not affect how that budget is allocated across wages and other expenses, the distribution of the 
costs with the policy change may not differ from the distribution under the baseline. 



 

4.2 Determine who has standing (component 3) 

Both case studies focus on a specific jurisdiction, raising the question of whether 
spillover effects on surrounding areas should also be considered. In addition, both 
raise questions about how to address arrest and incarceration costs. Given these issues, 
the ideal may be to include all potentially‐significant impacts in the analysis, but to 
report them on a disaggregated basis so that policymakers can choose how to weight 
each type of impact in their decisions. 

4.3 Predict baseline conditions and policy responses (components 4 and 5) 

In first case study, the baseline involves continuing the proactive enforcement program; 
the policy involves removing the program. While the case study describes how the 
proactive enforcement program is working currently, it is not clear whether its impacts 
would remain the same over time due to changing demographics and other factors (such 
as perhaps increased refusals to consent due to heightened concerns about racial 
targeting). In the second case study, the baseline involves continued use of the current 
license plate readers; the policy involves increasing the numbers and types of readers. 
Again, it is unclear whether the impacts of the readers under the baseline are likely to 
change over time. 

In both cases, the effect of the change in policy seems to be the area in need of the 
most attention – as is often the case (see Section 3.5). For proactive enforcement, the 
policy alternative of “more positive engagement between police and citizens” is not 
defined in enough detail to use it as a comparator. Another option might be to instead 
assume that the resources devoted to the proactive enforcement program would be 
re‐allocated across other existing department functions. The issue then becomes 
understanding the incremental impact of removing the proactive enforcement policy. 
For license plate readers, predicting the policy response involves the incremental effect 
of increasing the number and types of readers, which may differ from the impacts of 
the current readers. 

More generally, in both cases, the data sources identified provide information that 
could be used to quantify intermediate outcomes (e.g., number of guns confiscated), 
but do not trace the links between these impacts to the ultimate effects on welfare – the 
reductions in crimes of different types and the consequences in terms of reduced risks 
of harm. Perhaps these links can be estimated based on the research literature; if not, 
more work will be needed to connect these intermediate outcomes to benefits that can 
be valued in monetary terms. 

4.4 Estimate costs, benefits, and net benefits (components 6a, 6b, and 7) 

If we follow the approach for categorizing costs and benefits described in Section 3.6, 
the costs include the labor, materials, and equipment used to implement and operate the 
policy. In the proactive enforcement case study, these costs would largely accrue as 



 

savings, since the program would be removed. In the license plate reader case, these 
costs would involve the labor and materials related to using the additional license plate 
readers as well as the costs of the readers themselves. One question that arises within 
this categorization scheme is how to address impacts such as increased officer job 
satisfaction. To the extent that this satisfaction is associated with policy 
implementation, it could be included as a cost offsets. Such satisfaction could be 
measured using metrics such as the savings in recruitment and training costs associated 
with reduced staff turnover rates, and the savings related to reduced absenteeism and 
perhaps decreased disciplinary or other problems.22 

For benefits, standard approaches can be used for valuation once the link between these 
policies and welfare consequences (such as reduced risk of property damage, death or 
injury) are established. As noted earlier, available research may not be sufficient to 
estimate the extent to which individuals’ WTP for changes in crime‐related risks differ 
from their WTP for the same types of risks when they result from other causes. Instead, 
some differences may need to be discussed qualitatively. A related issue is how to deal 
with concerns such as trust or fear as well as dignity and privacy. While these concerns 
could be addressed in WTP research, one question is whether they are proportional to 
the risk reductions associated with a policy. If not, an approach for estimating the 
change in quantity will be needed in addition to an approach for estimating the 
monetary value. 

Note that the fines described in both case studies are a transfer from the citizenry to the 
department; the question is whether such transfers change behavior in ways that have 
welfare consequences that should be addressed in the BCA. If not, transfers can be 
excluded from the BCA but should be included in estimating the distribution of the 
impacts. Of course, if revenue from fines changes significantly, it may affect the 
department’s need to seek funding from other sources (such as increased taxes), which 
in turn may have both welfare and distributional consequences. 

4.5 Estimate the distribution (component 8) 

In both case studies, the distribution of impacts across racial groups is a major concern; 
stakeholders may also care about the distribution across neighborhoods and across 
income groups. At minimum, a table indicating the likely distribution of the costs, 
benefits, and net benefits across these groups is likely to be useful for decision‐makers. 
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