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Introduction
Wildlife crossing infrastructure, such as overpasses or underpasses, serves the dual purposes 

of facilitating habitat connectivity and improving roadway safety. Structures vary in scope 

and scale, with cost ranging from less than $1 million for a small underpass to $6–7 million 

for a larger structure such as a double span overpass.1 Crossings are commonly funded as 

components of large-scale transportation improvement projects, or through multiple braided, 

one time funding sources including single one-time legislative appropriations. Despite the 

important functions they play, investment in wildlife crossing has been limited by a lack of 

sustained public funding.

However, a new funding opportunity emerged with the bipartisan Infrastructure Investment 

and Jobs Act (IIJA). The IIJA allocates $350 million to a new pilot program for supporting 

wildlife crossings, starting with $60 million in 2022 and increasing by $5 million increments 

through 2026.2 Creating dedicated funding for this infrastructure requires support from local, 

state, and federal government entities as well as e�ective communication of the benefits 

to the public. This analysis identifies potential revenue options that can serve as consistent 

revenue for crossings and can be utilized to leverage funding from the IIJA pilot program. 

Accidents resulting from wildlife-vehicle collisions (WVCs) cause billions of dollars in 

damages per year.3 The economic cost of WVCs can be separated into private and public 

costs. Private costs borne by the individual involved in the WVC include the cost of human 

injury and fatality, and property damage. Public costs include those borne by public entities 

that manage responses to vehicle collisions and those resulting from the loss of the animal’s 

life including lost hunting value, lost existence value, and lost ecological value. Wildlife 

crossings are an e�ective tool for improving road safety, restoring habitat connectivity, and 

ensuring the wellbeing of wildlife populations. Across geographies and species type, wildlife 

crossings have a proven return on investment for road safety and ecological conservation.4 

This analysis evaluates revenue mechanisms within a framework that acknowledges both 

the private and public costs (including ecological costs) of WVCs. The traditional economic 

framework dictates that those that benefit from wildlife crossings should pay for the cost of 

the new infrastructure. In this analysis, Nexus defines this idea and provides the basis for the 

selection of the revenue mechanisms. 

For this analysis, we group funding mechanisms into two categories: transportation funding 

and conservation funding, to account for the di�erences in land ownership and stakeholders 

across di�erent potential segments of a wildlife crossing. Transportation infrastructure 

is critical to human connectivity, economic competitiveness, and often represents major 

financial responsibility for all levels of government.5 However, roads and associated tra�c 

lead to human-wildlife conflicts in the form of WVCs, which threaten both human safety and 

ecological sustainability.

1 Costs cited by the Pew Charitable Trusts. https://www.pewtrusts.org/-/media/assets/2022/02/pew-letter-of-support-hb-4130-wildlife-crossings-investment-act-

feb2022_final.pdf.

2 “Text - H.R.3684 - 117th Congress (2021-2022): Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act.” Congress.gov, Library of Congress, 15 November 2021, http://www.congress.gov/.

3 M.P. Huijser, P. McGowen, J. Fuller, A. Hardy, A. Kociolek, A.P. Clevenger, D. Smith and R. Ament. (2008). Wildlife-Vehicle Collision Reduction Study: Report to Congress. 

FHWA Report Number FHWA-HRT-08-034.

4 Huijser MP, Du�ield JW, Neher C, Clevenger AP, Mcguire T, editors. (2022). Final Report 2022: Update and expansion of the WVC mitigation measures and their 

cost-benefit model. Transportation Pooled Fund Study, TPF-5(358). Nevada Department of Transportation, Carson City, NV.; CDOT. (2021) State Highway 9 Wildlife Crossing 

Mitigation Monitoring; Wisnu Sugiarto, WSU. (2022) The Impact of Wildlife Crossing Structures on Wildlife-Vehicle Collisions; Sijtsma et al. (2020) Ecological Impact and 

Cost-e�ectiveness of Wildlife Crossings in a Highly Fragmented Landscape: a Multi-Method Approach.

5 We focus on road and highway infrastructure as fundamental to the need for wildlife crossing. There are very few large-scale transit- or rail-oriented crossings.

THE FIVE CRITERIA 

We assess each potential 

revenue instrument using  

five criteria:

NEXUS

A strong connection exists 

between the parties who 

benefit from the crossing  

and those who impose  

costs in the form of wildlife-

vehicle collisions. 

ADEQUACY

A relatively low rate or small 

fee generates enough revenue 

and competition for funds 

generated is low. 

STABILITY

Provides stable funding  

year-over-year that is not tied 

to other market mechanisms. 

IMPLEMENTATION

States have the institutional 

ability, administrative capacity, 

and political will to impose and 

collect taxes or fees. 

EQUITY

Vertically equitable and does 

not place a disproportionate 

burden on certain populations.
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Transportation Funding
Wildlife crossings are often built over or under roadways by state transportation departments. As a result, revenue mechanisms 

that are commonly used for transportation infrastructure serve as a reasonable starting point for this analysis.

Exhibit 1 summarizes our evaluation of seven transportation revenue mechanisms. Transportation infrastructure funding already 

relies on a broad-based set of taxes and fees, including those identified in the exhibit, and many stakeholders compete for funding 

from these revenue mechanisms.

At the same time, these revenue instruments have a strong connection to the need for wildlife crossings and generate 

enough revenue to serve as a foundation for dedicated infrastructure revenue. Although this analysis does not rank-order the 

transportation mechanisms, user fees for wildlife crossings, auto insurance premiums, and optional vehicle/truck title  

registration fees all appear to have a high capacity alone, or in combination, as a dedicated source of revenue to fund wildlife 

crossing infrastructure.

EXHIBIT 1. Transportation Revenue Evaluation
Source: ECONorthwest

OPTION

NEXUS ADEQUACY STABILITY IMPLEMENTATION EQUITY

Correlation between 
beneficiaries and those 

creating costs

Generates enough 
revenue & low 
competition

Consistent funding  
year over year

Administrative capacity 
to carry out mechanism

Evenly distributed  
cost burden

Motor Fuel Tax n n n n n n n n n

Increases in-state motor fuel tax

Wildlife Crossing User Fee n n n n n n n n n n

Fee paid by drivers traveling under or over crossing

Auto Insurance Surcharge n n n n n n n n n

Adds surcharge to collision auto insurance premiums

Mandatory Vehicle  
Title Registration Fee n n n n n n n n n

Increases fee for motor vehicle title registration and driver’s licenses

Optional Vehicle  
Title Registration Fee n n n n n n n n n n

Adds opt-in fee for motor vehicle title registration and driver’s licenses

Speciality License Plate n n n n n n n n n n n

Adds opt-in fee for a specialty license plate

Speeding Ticket n n n n n n n n

Allocates a portion of state speeding ticket revenue or establish a speeding zone in high WVC areas

Heavy-Vehicle Use Tax n n n n n n n n n n n n

Increases in-state heavy-vehicles use tax based on weight and miles traveled

HighDEGREES OF POTENTIAL Average Low
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Conservation Funding
Wildlife crossings also benefit ecosystem integrity by facilitating safe passage of wildlife, making examination of conservation 

revenue mechanisms complementary to the analysis of transportation-related revenue mechanisms. These revenue instruments 

broadly fund ecological conservation but are adjacent to or outside of the road right-of-way. Wildlife crossings are often 

completed through the collaboration of state transportation agencies, state wildlife and park agencies, as well as wildlife 

conservation groups and hunting associations.  The construction of this infrastructure requires combining revenue sources to cover 

costs that occur outside of the right-of-way.

Exhibit 2 evaluates six conservation-related funding mechanisms using the criteria established for this analysis. Many of the 

revenue instruments evaluated here would be implemented through public parks and/or fish and wildlife departments to 

supplement transportation funding. . 

Like many of the transportation revenue mechanisms we evaluated, various stakeholders within a state compete for these revenue 

sources. However, sales/excise taxes on outdoor sporting goods and mandatory parks user fees appear to be viable revenue 

mechanisms for dedicating funding for transportation crossings. 

OPTION

NEXUS ADEQUACY STABILITY IMPLEMENTATION EQUITY

Correlation between 
beneficiaries and those 

creating costs

Generates enough 
revenue & low 
competition

Consistent funding  
year over year

Administrative capacity 
to carry out mechanism

Evenly distributed  
cost burden

State Park User Fee n n n n n n n n n n n

Increases visitation user fees for state parks

Hunting License Fee n n n n n n n n n n n n

Increases hunting license fees

Mitigation Fee n n n n n n n n

Fee for land protection activity under ESA or CWA

Environmental  
Damage Assessment n n n n n n n n

Fee paid for degradation of natural resources under NRDA

Outdoor Sporting  
Goods Sales Tax n n n n n n n n n n

Adds a sales tax on outdoor sporting goods such as firearms, ammunition, or fishing equipment

EXHIBIT 2. Conservation Revenue Evaluation

Source: ECONorthwest

HighDEGREES OF POTENTIAL Average Low
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OREGON

KOIN Center

222 SW Columbia St., Suite 1600

Portland, OR 97201

503-222-6060

OREGON

The Washburne Building

72 W Broadway, Suite 206

Eugene, OR 97401

541-687-0051

WASHINGTON

Park Place

1200 6th Avenue, Suite 615

Seattle, WA 98101

206-823-3060

IDAHO

Eagles Center

223 North 6th Street, Suite 430

Boise, ID 83702

208-515-3353

www.ECONW.com


