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Abstract 

 

FAIR WORK AUSTIN: A Study of Consumer Willingness to Pay for 

Premier Community Builders Certified Construction in Austin, Texas 

 

Haley Brooke Collins, MSCRP 

The University of Texas at Austin, 2013 

 

Supervisor:  Sarah Dooling 

 

The city of Austin in recent years has undertaken a number of planning initiatives 

to guide future development in the rapidly-growing urban area.  What has emerged is a 

clear commitment to a broad definition of sustainability that includes environmental, 

economic, and social sustainability among both policy makers and the public. The city of 

Austin has made great strides towards its goal of becoming a model city for 

sustainability, but it still faces many challenges. The long-term sustainability of Texas 

construction jobs is threatened by declining wages, dangerous working conditions, and 

few employment-based benefits. To help address these challenges, the Workers Defense 

Project (WDP), a local community-based organization dedicated to improving working 

conditions for Austin’s low-wage workers, has partnered with industry and community 

stakeholders to create the Premier Community Builders (PCB) certification program. 

Certification programs, which require businesses to meet minimum set of standards in 

exchange for a seal or trademark that publicizes their commitment to corporate social 

responsibility, have become a popular tool in recent years for improving conditions in a 
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variety of industries.  Implementing a certification program, however, often drives up 

costs associated with adopting more sustainable practices and is highly dependent upon 

consumers’ willingness to pay a price premium for the certified product. The purpose of 

this research is to explore consumer willingness to pay among downtown Austin 

residents and tourists for PCB certification.  This exploratory study utilizes a contingent 

valuation survey as the primary instrument to determine whether or not downtown Austin 

consumers are willing to pay more for PCB certified construction and identify any 

demographic or identity-related factors associated with downtown consumers’ 

willingness to pay for PCB certification. 
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Introduction 

Sustainability has become a major focus for cities around the world looking to 

build stronger, healthier communities. A technical term with its origins in eighteenth-

century forest management (Scoones, 2007), it has grown both in its scope and definition 

over the past several decades. From its beginnings in the environmental movement of the 

1960s and 1970s to its introduction to the world of business in the late 1990s, the term 

“sustainability” has become almost ubiquitous in today’s culture. The definition of 

sustainability has slowly been expanding over the years to account for the important roles 

of both the economy and equity in building healthy communities (Ageyman 2008; Pavel 

2009). The expansion was prompted in part by the historic Brundtland Commission 

Report (1987) that defined sustainable development as “development that meets the 

needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their 

own needs”. In addition to strictly environmental objectives, the report explicitly 

mentioned the goals of reducing poverty and inequality as fundamental to sustainable 

development.  

The city of Austin is considered one of the nation’s “greenest” cities (Svoboda, 

2008) and has a long history of prioritizing sustainable development. From the creation of 

the nation’s first green building program (Austin Energy Green Building, n.d.) to the 

adoption of ambitious zero-waste initiatives (Chesky, 2011), Austin residents and policy 

makers continue to demonstrate a clear commitment to sustainability. In recent years, the 

city of Austin has adopted a number of development plans to guide future growth as the 

city continues to add new residents at a rapid rate. Both the “Downtown Austin Plan”, 

adopted in 2011, and the “Imagine Austin” Comprehensive Plan, adopted in 2012, build 
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on Austin’s previous commitment to sustainability by advocating policies that also 

address the economy and social equity in achieving sustainability goals. 

Despite its long history of developing and implementing innovative sustainability 

initiatives, the city of Austin struggles to address many issues related to social equity. 

These challenges are revealed by the working conditions faced by those helping to build a 

more sustainable Austin. As the number of “green” buildings in Austin continues to 

increase due to consumer demand and city policies, Austin construction workers continue 

to labor in an unsustainable work environment characterized by low wages and dangerous 

working conditions. In 2009 three construction workers fell to their deaths while helping 

to construct a “green” building in Austin’s West Campus neighborhood (King, 2009). In 

response, Workers Defense Project (WDP), a community-based organization dedicated to 

improving working conditions for Austin’s low-wage workers, met with industry and 

community partners to develop the Premier Community Builders (PCB) certification 

program.  

Similar to Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) certification 

and the Austin Energy Green Building (AEGB) program, PCB certification guarantees 

that a minimum set of standards were followed in the construction of a building.  While 

AEGB and LEED certification focus primarily on the environmental impacts and energy-

efficiency of buildings, PCB certification encourages developers to prioritize worker 

health and safety by following existing labor laws, providing proper safety equipment 

and training, compensating workers fairly and competitively, providing workers’ 

compensation in case of injury, and hiring contractors that have a proven track record of 

following the law and treating workers fairly (Premier Community Builders, n.d.). PCB 

certification aims to ensure new construction contributes not only to a “greener” Austin, 

but also to a more equitable Austin.  
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The following report is the result of a nine-month, grant-funded research project 

conducted with WDP to better understand the factors influencing downtown Austin 

consumers’ willingness to pay for PCB certification. A summary of the key findings 

highlights consumers’ willingness to pay for PCB certification and demographic and 

identity-related factors associated with a willingness to pay.  

A GROWING MARKET FOR SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT 

The city of Austin has faced tremendous growth over the last decade. In 2010, the 

Austin Business Journal reported that the city of Austin experienced the second largest 

urban population growth between 2000 and 2010 when compared to other cities with 

urbanized populations of one million or more (Garza 2012). That population growth is 

expected to continue, with projections placing Austin with the likes of Northern 

California’s Bay Area, which includes the cities of San Jose, San Francisco, and Oakland, 

in less than 50 years (Pope 2003).  

Concentrated growth in the downtown area has resulted in a dramatic 

transformation of the urban core. Since 2000, over 6,000 new residents have been added 

to the downtown area, representing a growth rate of 40 percent. Land uses have also 

diversified with the addition of over 400,000 square feet of new commercial space and 

1.7 million square feet of office space. In addition, Downtown Austin continues to be a 

major attraction for visitors. Over 1,500 hotel rooms have been added to the downtown 

area in the last decade, and the urban core boasts the highest occupancy and rental rates 

of the region (Downtown Austin Plan, 2011). 

Although the downtown area covers only a thousand acres, there is still 

tremendous opportunity for growth. Given the significant amount of vacant and 

underutilized land suitable for infill development, it is estimated that the size of 



 4 

downtown could more than double from 26 million square feet of floor area to more than 

60 million (Downtown Austin Plan, 2011). Will Wynn, Mayor of Austin from 2003-

2009, embraced downtown Austin as a place where people could “live, work, and play” 

and set a specific goal of reaching 25,000 residents by 2015 (Capital Market Research, 

2008). Austin residents appear to agree. The Imagine Austin comprehensive plan, 

adopted on June 15, 2012, contains a Growth Concept Map developed through extensive 

public participation. The map illustrates where and to what degree certain areas of Austin 

should accommodate new residents, transportation infrastructure, jobs, and open space. 

The Growth Concept Map (Figure 1) reflects an overwhelming desire among Austin 

residents to concentrate a significant portion of future development in the downtown area 

(Imagine Austin, 2012). 

 

 

Figure 1: Growth Concept Map, Source: Imagine Austin Comprehensive Plan,  

http://www.imagineaustin.net/growth-concept-map 

http://www.imagineaustin.net/growth-concept-map
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The Imagine Austin comprehensive plan (2012) not only puts forth a plan for 

accommodating future growth geographically, the plan also establishes a vision for how 

the city should grow - environmentally, economically, and socially. The plan’s vision 

(Figure 2) emphasizes the need to consider all of Austin’s residents, not just the 

wealthiest or most educated, in development decisions. The plan identifies six core 

principles for action, among which is the stated goal of providing paths to prosperity for 

all by “harness[ing] [Austin’s] strong economy to expand opportunity and social equity 

for all residents” and by “reducing […] poverty by providing workforce training and 

helping residents attain living-wage jobs” (Imagine Austin, 2012). The plan identifies 

many challenges to social equity, including the still visible effects of the 1928 

comprehensive plan “A City Plan for Austin Texas”, which reinforced racial segregation 

by creating an official “negro district”, and the need for more programs that address 

poverty and limited job skills for Austin’s low-income residents. In 2011, over 20 percent 

of Austin’s residents earned incomes below the federal poverty line, high compared to 

both the percent nationwide (15 percent) and in Texas (17.9 percent) (Imagine Austin, 

2012). 

Similar to the Imagine Austin comprehensive plan, the Downtown Austin Plan, 

officially adopted by City Council in 2011, sets the city on a course to becoming “one of 

the most sustainable cities in the nation” by its bicentennial anniversary in 2039 

(Downtown Austin Plan, 2011). Born out of three years of extensive stakeholder 

involvement, the plan’s focus on sustainable development reinforces the importance of 

this broadly-defined concept to the residents of Austin and their vision for the future of 

downtown. In a survey of over 3,500 respondents, residents of the city of Austin 

indicated that “sustainability” represents the second most important public improvement 

to be made to the downtown area, second only to the introduction of a streetcar. The plan 
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incentivizes green building through density bonuses and advocates establishing an 

acceptable level of green building “reflective of the community’s commitment to 

sustainability and climate protection” (Downtown Austin Plan, 2011). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2: Imagine Austin Comprehensive Plan: Vision Statement,  

Source: http://www.imagineaustin.net/intro 

CHALLENGES TO SOCIAL SUSTAINABILITY 

Despite the city’s strong dedication to sustainability, its proven track record of 

protecting the environment, and its commitment to improving social equity, Austin still 

faces a number of challenges to becoming a model city for sustainable development. 

These challenges are revealed by examining the conditions under which those who are 

entrusted to build this “imagined” Austin must work. Austin construction jobs are 

currently being threatened by dangerous and unsustainable working conditions 

characterized by a high number of workplace injuries and fatalities, few employment-

based benefits, and declining wages (Figure 3). These conditions result, in part, from a 

bidding process that rewards companies who break the law to reduce costs at the expense 

 

Vision Statement 

 
As it approaches its 200th anniversary, Austin is a beacon of 

sustainability, social equity and economic opportunity; where diversity 

and creativity are celebrated; where community needs and values are 

recognized; where leadership comes from its citizens and where the 

necessities of life are affordable and accessible to all. 

 

Austin's greatest asset is its people: passionate about our city, committed 

to its improvement, and determined to see this vision become a reality. 

 

http://www.imagineaustin.net/intro
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of worker health and safety and from insufficient government resources to address these 

problems. 

In Texas, more construction workers are fatally injured on the job than in any 

other state. While the state of California employed nearly 65,000 more construction 

workers in 2010, the state of Texas had almost twice as many construction-related deaths 

(American Community Survey, 2010; Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2010). According to the 

Bureau of Labor Statistics, the state of Texas had 10.7 construction worker fatalities per 

100,000 full-time equivalent employees in 2010, compared to 5.2 in California. WDP 

found that in 2009 and again in 2012, one in five surveyed construction workers reported 

having suffered a workplace injury that required medical attention.  

While construction work is inherently more dangerous than other types of 

employment, the frequency of workplace accidents can be reduced by taking a number of 

preventative steps, like administering OSHA 10-hour Health and Safety training, 

providing appropriate safety equipment, and hiring workers with adequate training. 

Unfortunately, these steps are not being taken. 64 percent of construction workers in 

Austin report never having received OSHA health and safety training by their employers, 

and only 3 percent of surveyed construction workers in Austin report having received a 

degree from a technical or vocational school (Building Austin, Building Injustice, 2009). 

Government regulation has failed to improve conditions, in part because government 

resources dedicated to monitoring jobsite safety are inadequate. In 2011, there were 2,200 

OSHA inspectors in charge of verifying compliance at 8 million worksites for 130 

million workers nationwide (Elk, 2012). If every worksite were to be inspected at least 

once a year, each inspector would be required to visit approximately 10 worksites a day 

and work 365 days a year.  
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Figure 3: Infographic: Construction Industry Challenges, Source: Green Jobs for 

Downtown Austin, expected 2013. 
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Construction workers who experience injury on the job are left with few resources 

to help pay for medical expenses. In 2012, only 34 percent of surveyed construction 

workers reported having employment-based health insurance (Build a Better Texas, 

2013). Additionally, Texas is the only state that does not require companies to provide 

Workers’ Compensation Insurance, the basic insurance that businesses purchase to cover 

the expense of medical treatment in the case of workplace injury (Building Austin, 

Building Injustice 2009). The lack of a state-level mandate has not benefited Texas 

workers; Texas ranks 50th in the nation for number of adult workers covered by 

Workers’ Compensation – 23.5 percent of all Texas workers lack coverage as compared 

to 8.9 percent nationally (Building Austin, Building Injustice, 2009). Workers 

Compensation Insurance provides an important safety net for employees working in 

dangerous conditions, especially in the absence of employment-based health insurance. 

Construction industry work is also characterized by low wages and a declining 

share of positions earning above poverty level wages. Between 2005 and 2010, the 

number of positions earning wages above the poverty level was reduced by 13 percent, 

while positions earning poverty level wages and below increased by 12 percent 

(American Community Survey, 2005 and 2010). This decline has been taking place since 

the 1980s, as the cost of living continues to rise (Figure 4). In addition, 22 percent of 

construction workers surveyed by WDP in 2012 report having experienced wage theft at 

some point in their careers, either by not being paid for work performed or by being paid 

a wage that falls below the federal minimum wage (Build a Better Texas, 2013).  
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*1983 data was substituted for the FMR for 1980 because it is the earliest year for which HUD Fair Market Rents 

are available. 

**The Living Wage is calculated based on the Universal Living Wage Campaign's formula. 

***The federal poverty level was calculated using Federal Poverty Guidelines, the version of the federal poverty 

measure used primarily for determining financial eligibility for federal programs.  

Figure 4: Austin Construction Worker Wages (1980-2010), Source: American 

Community Survey PUMS data for 1980, 1990, 2000, and 2010 (percent of workers); 

http://www.huduser.org (fair market rents); http://www.universallivingwage.org (living 

wage); http://aspe.hhs.gov/poverty/figures-fed-reg.shtml (poverty guideline); See  

Appendix E for details on data and calculations. 

 

Government regulation has failed to guarantee safe and equitable working 

conditions for construction workers. Current industry pressures have resulted in a “race to 

the bottom” that encourages companies to cut corners, especially in terms of worker 

health and safety, to achieve the lowest bid possible, increasing their likelihood of being 
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contracted for a job. A new system that rewards businesses that prioritize worker health 

and safety is needed. Certification is an increasingly popular alternative to traditional 

“top down” policies that has the power to improve industry conditions while also 

bringing a number of benefits to businesses (Conroy, 2007). Similar to Austin’s own one 

of-a-kind green building program, a certification system for fair labor practices provides 

the framework necessary to tackling tough problems while keeping in mind the concerns 

of a broad spectrum of stakeholders. Based on the past successes of non-state, market 

based governance systems, a fair labor certification program puts power in the hands of 

consumers to reward companies that embrace socially responsible labor practices that the 

public deems valuable and reflective of its collective conscience. 

PREMIER COMMUNITY BUILDERS CERTIFICATION 

In response to poor working conditions and the failure of government regulation 

to address serious challenges to the long-term sustainability of construction jobs, WDP 

partnered with industry and community leaders to develop the Premier Community 

Builders (PCB) certification program. The PCB certification trademark (Figure 5) is 

awarded to companies that agree to abide by a minimum set of labor standards and 

submit to independent monitoring. The standards aim to provide pathways out of poverty 

for low-wage workers, improve safety, ensure existing labor laws are followed, and 

supply workers and their families with a safety net in case of injury or death. The 

minimum standards required to obtain PCB certification are: 

 Ensure workers are given proper safety equipment and safety trainings. 

 Ensure workers are fairly and competitively compensated, so that they can 

provide for themselves and their families. 



 12 

 Reward workers with benefits for their work, including workers’ compensation 

insurance in case of injury. 

 Hire high quality contractors with records of excellence and upholding the law. 

 Work with local community groups to promote job creation, workforce training, 

and Austin’s unique and vibrant character (Premier Community Builders, n.d.). 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5: Premier Community Builders (PCB) Certification Trademark, Source: 

http://www.buildaustin.org 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

Embracing a certification program often drives up costs for producers related to 

the certification process itself and costs associated with adopting more sustainable 

practices (Conroy 2007). In theory, PCB certification will allow builders to charge a price 

premium by advertising their commitment to worker health and safety. The price 

premium helps to cover increased costs associated with providing safe, good paying jobs 

and levels the playing field by allowing companies that spend more on worker health and 

http://www.buildaustin.org/
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safety to compete with builders that continue to cut corners. The success of a certification 

program is highly dependent upon consumers’ willingness to pay for it. Does PCB 

certification reflect the values of Austin consumers? Is it something they’re willing to pay 

more for? This study aims to answer the following research questions: 

 Are consumers willing to pay more for PCB certified construction? 

 What is the price premium most consumers are willing to pay?  

 Is an individual’s willingness to pay significantly correlated with 

demographic or other identity-related characteristics (i.e. gender, 

race/ethnicity, age, income level, occupation, political attitudes, etc.)? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 14 

Research Context 

THE RISE OF NON-STATE, MARKET-BASED INITIATIVES 

Over the past several decades there has been a significant rise in non-state 

initiatives that offer unique alternatives for increasing social benefits. Traditionally, states 

have sought to regulate industry practices through the imposition of standards and 

regulations – sometimes referred to as “command and control policy instruments” - to 

ensure businesses consider their social and environmental impacts in addition to profits 

(Cashore 2002). Most commonly associated with environmental policies, the “command 

and control” approach involves first setting a standard, for example, the maximum level 

of permissible pollution, and then monitoring and enforcing that standard (ESCAP, n.d.). 

Despite many successes in protecting public goods from irresponsible development, 

state-based regulatory mechanisms have been criticized for both their real and perceived 

high financial costs and adverse impacts on businesses.  Additionally, the nature of 

“command and control” regulatory mechanisms creates what can be perceived to be an 

adversarial system that lacks the involvement of a wide range of interested stakeholders, 

including members of the industry for which legislation is intended to govern, and often 

results in businesses resisting standards.  

The upward trend in business-led initiatives often grouped under the umbrella 

term Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) is evidence that businesses are increasingly 

interested in providing products or services that benefit the public good. CSR campaigns 

are based on the belief that businesses have a social responsibility to treat a wide range of 

stakeholders, both inside and outside a firm, according to the ethical norms of a society 

(Conroy 2007). In the past companies engaging in CSR campaigns have enjoyed relative 

autonomy in determining the shape and form of their campaigns and monitoring their 

own compliance. Today, NGOs, policy makers, and other advocates are increasingly 
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turning to non-state, market-based (NSMB) governance systems to transform corporate 

responsibility into corporate accountability (Cashore, 2002).  

NSMB governance systems derive their authority from the market and attention to 

consumer preferences. A popular NSMB tool for promoting corporate accountability is 

certification. Certification programs encourage businesses to voluntarily adopt more 

stringent standards and submit to independent monitoring in exchange for a seal or 

trademark that advertises their commitment to social responsibility. In return, companies 

may receive a number of benefits, including long-term growth and profitability, reduced 

risk to their brand due to negative publicity, financial benefits such as reduced insurance 

rates and improved employee morale, and market differentiation that often makes it 

easier to charge a higher price for the final product (Conroy 2007). 

 Certification programs share four important characteristics:  

• Certification is achieved only by meeting a certain set of standards. 

• A process exists for determining whether or not standards have been met. 

• There is a “certification mark” (a logo, seal, or label) that communicates to 

consumers that standards have been met and compliance has been verified. 

• A process exists for auditing company compliance over time. 

Certification programs have been introduced for a broad range of products and are 

gaining widespread support among consumers. The first such program, the Forest 

Stewardship Council (FSC), was created in the early 1990s to address issues of 

environmental concern related to deforestation and lack of government resources. While 

NGOs historically relied on boycott campaigns to bring negative publicity to companies 

that employed practices harmful to the environment, the FSC embraced a new approach 

that rewarded companies engaged in socially and environmentally sustainable means of 

production (Cashore 2002).  
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The FSC developed ten core principles along with more detailed criteria that 

outlined the minimum standards a company must meet in order to gain certification 

(Forest Stewardship Council, n.d.). Companies found to be in compliance with the 

minimum standards through third-party verification are able to advertise their 

commitment to managing forests to the highest environmental and social standards by 

displaying the FSC trademark on their products. The introduction of a trademark by the 

FSC was intended to ensure certification not only brought direct benefits to the forest by 

protecting biodiversity, indigenous’ peoples’ rights, worker’s rights, and areas of 

significant environmental or cultural importance, but also to the companies committed to 

engaging in more responsible business practices. 

Consumer demand for FSC certified wood has been the driving force behind its 

worldwide success. In 1999, home improvement retail giant - the Home Depot - became 

the first store to announce plans to completely phase out old-growth wood and give 

preference to FSC certified wood. It was only a matter of months before the rest of the 

leading home improvement stores made the same guarantee to consumers, with some 

stores agreeing to make an even stronger commitment (Conroy, 2007). From 1994 to 

2006, the number of hectares certified worldwide grew from less than 5 million to over 

80 million. It can be estimated that by mid-2006, between 10 and 11 percent of the 

world’s working forests (which excludes parks, protected areas, and forested lands that 

are completely inaccessible) were certified as meeting FSC standards. Today, over 160 

million hectares of forest are certified as meeting FSC standards and the number of 

manufacturers, processors, and traders that have earned certification has grown from 

approximately 17,000 in 2010 to over 22,000 in 2012 (FSC, 2012). 

Other successful certification programs in our society today highlight consumer 

demand for “ethical consumption” and demonstrate how certification programs are 
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benefiting producers while bringing about tangible industry improvements. Organic 

certification, administrated by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), designates 

foods produced without the use of modern synthetic pesticides and chemical fertilizers.  

The USDA organic seal (Figure 6), easily recognized by consumers, provides a basic tool 

for making purchase decisions in line with one’s values or ethics.  The seal also provides 

important market differentiation that allows companies to charge a price premium for 

certified products. The Organic Farming Research Foundation found that in 2011, 41 

percent of surveyed organic farmers report receiving price premiums on all of their 

products sold, and 71 percent received a price premium on at least half of their product 

(Oberholtzer, Dimitri and Greene, 2005). The substantial growth in the organic industry 

is proof that consumers are willing to pay more for organic products. In 2011, the U.S. 

organic industry grew by 9.5 percent, reaching $31.5 billion in sales. Conversely, total 

sales of comparable non-organic food and non-food items experienced a growth rate of 

only 4.7 percent. Increased growth in organic sales is expected to continue, with 94 

percent of organic operations nationwide planning to maintain or increase employment in 

2012 (Organic Trade Association, 2012).  

 

 

Figure 6: The USDA Organic Trademark, Source: http://www.thehealthygrocer.com 

http://www.thehealthygrocer.com/
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Fair trade certified products, which offer consumers a guarantee that third-world 

producers are paid a fair price and offered improved terms of trade, have also increased in 

popularity over the years. As explained by Fairtrade International (FLO), "Fairtrade 

offers consumers a powerful way to reduce poverty through their every day shopping." 

Growth in fair trade certified products has brought major benefits to impoverished 

farmers and their communities. Between 2010 and 2011, fair trade certified products 

grew 12 percent worldwide. That growth in sales provided 1.2 million farmers in 66 

countries across the globe with an extra $83 million in fair trade premium, which is paid 

on top of the agreed fair trade price and used by producers to invest in education, 

healthcare, farm improvements, or processing facilities to increase income (Fairtrade 

International, 2012). The success of both fair trade and organic certified products is 

evidence that a growing number of consumers want to purchase products that reflect their 

personal values and are willing to pay more for it.  

WILLINGNESS TO PAY: A GAP IN RESEARCH 

A common method for examining consumer attitudes toward “ethical 

consumption” is willingness to pay (WTP) studies that attempt to attribute a dollar 

amount to the increase in price consumers are willing to pay for certified products (Diaz, 

Pleite, Paz, and Garcia,  2012; Ellis, McCracken, and Skuza, 2012; de Pelsmacker, 

Driesen, and Rayp 2005). WTP studies tend to focus on low-cost commodities certified 

as either organic (Diaz et. al. 2012; Ellis et. al. 2012), environmentally-friendly (Jensen, 

Jakus, English, and Menard, 2003), or fair trade (de Pelsmacker et. al. 2005; Howard and 

Allen, 2008). These studies tend to confirm a WTP for certified products, although results 

are inconclusive regarding demographic predictors of WTP.  
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In 2012, Diaz et. al. used a contingent valuation exercise to evaluate the average 

and maximum WTP for organic tomatoes according to participants’ level of knowledge 

and level of consumption of organic products. Results indicated that 77.33 percent of the 

surveyed population was willing to buy organic tomatoes and pay a price premium 

between 45.3 percent and 50 percent. Not surprisingly, participants described as “habitual 

consumers/well-informed” were willing to pay the greatest price premium for certified 

organic tomatoes. The study also found differences in the level of education, income, and 

type of work for participants in each of the three groups clustered by levels of 

consumption and knowledge. Participants categorized as “habitual consumers/well-

informed” were more likely to have a university education, make less money, and be 

engaged in a “functionary” type of work. Ellis et. al. (2012), in their research of WTP for 

organic cotton t-shirts, also found participants’ level of previous consumption to be 

associated with WTP, but also found race to be an important demographic predictor.  

Quality was a significant attribute variable with consumers who made a connection 

between organic and higher quality more willing to pay a price premium for organic 

cotton t-shirts. On average, participants were willing to pay a 25 percent premium.  

WTP studies examining fair trade products more closely resemble WTP for PCB 

certification because they represent a certification program that promises social benefits 

to others. Organic products are often viewed as bringing health benefits to the consumer, 

either directly - by eliminating their consumption of pesticides and insecticides, or 

indirectly - by contributing to a cleaner environment. On the other hand, fair trade 

products promise to bring greater opportunity and prosperity to third-world producers and 

offer consumers a guarantee that their purchase will help to increase global equality in the 

marketplace. WTP studies for fair trade products also confirm a willingness to pay. 



 20 

In their study of consumer WTP for fair trade coffee, Pelsmacker et. al. (2005) 

determined a fair-trade label to be an important factor in consumers’ purchase behavior 

with 35 percent of participants WTP at least 10 percent more for fair trade coffee.  The 

number of “fair-trade lovers” and “fair-trade likers” had an almost equal share of men 

and women, but the study found participants age 31-44 and those defined as “highly 

educated” more likely to be in the “fair-trade lovers” cluster. Howard and Allen (2008), 

on the other hand, found a negative association between WTP and education, as well as 

for income, in their study of WTP for a pint of fair-trade strawberries. 

WTP studies exploring consumer demand for higher cost, long-term investment 

commodities, such as housing, also confirm a WTP for certification, but these studies 

generally use hedonic regression models to evaluate rent, price and occupancy premiums 

for LEED or Energy Star rated office buildings (Eichholtz, Kok, and Quigley 2010; 

Fuerst and McAllister 2011; Reichardt, Fuerst, Rottke, and Zietz, 2012). Eichholtz et. al. 

(2010), in the first systematic analysis of the economic outcomes of green building 

practices, found that LEED and Energy Star rated office buildings had rental rates that 

were approximately 3 percent higher per square foot than otherwise identical buildings. 

When building occupancy levels were taken into consideration, the rental premium was 

even higher –LEED or Energy Star rated buildings had rates 7 percent higher than similar 

buildings without an energy efficiency rating. Eichholtz et. al. also confirmed selling 

prices for green buildings were higher than non-rated buildings, by approximately 16 

percentage points.  

Fuerst and McAllister (2011) found similar results, also using a hedonic model to 

compare rental rates, sale prices and occupancy rates. Office buildings with Energy Star 

or LEED eco-labels had a rental premium of 3-5 percent, compared to similar, non-

labeled office buildings. Selling prices for Energy Star labeled office buildings had an 18 
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percent price premium and 25 percent premium for LEED labeled office buildings. Fuerst 

and McAllister were unable to confirm an occupancy premium for LEED certified office 

buildings and found only a small, positive occupancy premium for Energy Star certified 

buildings. Reichhardt et. al. (2012) used a panel data approach to examine rental 

premiums over time and found that rental premiums for Energy Star and LEED certified 

buildings increased steadily from 2006 to 2008, reaching a 7 percent high in 2008 

followed by a moderate decline in the wake of the economic crisis. Using a fixed-effects 

model, rental premiums were found to range from 2.5 percent for Energy Star rated 

buildings to 2.9 percent for LEED certified buildings. Energy Star labels were also found 

to have a significant and positive effect on occupancy rates. 

In addition to being good for the planet, consumers often recognize LEED 

certified and other energy-efficient construction as providing direct benefits in the form 

of reduced utility bills, improved productivity of occupying businesses, tax incentives, 

and new marketing opportunities associate with improved branding, (Fuerst and 

McAllister 2010). Ward, Clark, Jensen, Yen, and Russell (2011) found that consumers 

willing to pay more for high dollar commodities – from $249.82 to $349.30 extra for an 

Energy Star labeled refrigerator - were motivated by both private (reduced costs 

associated with energy efficiency) and public (good for the environment) interests.  These 

studies do little to shed light on whether consumers are willing to pay a price premium 

for high dollar commodities that promise societal benefits with no obvious direct benefits 

to the consumer. This report aims to fill the gap in literature by examining consumer 

willingness to pay for PCB certified housing that promises improved working conditions 

and a better quality of life for Austin construction workers. 
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Research Design 

Fair Work Austin:  A Study of Consumer Willingness to Pay for Premier 

Community Builders Certified Construction in Austin, Texas, was conducted over a 

ninth-month period by a team of five researchers in order to gain a better understanding 

of whether downtown Austin consumers are willing to pay a price premium for PCB 

certification and determine what factors influence WTP. The study approaches the 

question of consumer WTP using an exploratory research design and a contingent 

valuation survey as the primary instrument. The final convenience sample, determined 

largely through a self-selection process that depended upon buildings agreeing to 

distribute the survey and residents and tourists of those buildings voluntarily opting to 

complete the survey, includes 124 residents of downtown Austin, mixed-use buildings 

and 161 tourists staying in downtown Austin hotels. 

PARTICIPANTS 

The study focuses on the preferences of Downtown consumers, particularly hotel 

guests and the residents of mixed-use buildings. The Imagine Austin comprehensive plan 

advocates for concentrating a significant portion of new development in the downtown 

area, and both Imagine Austin and the Downtown Austin Plan encourage an increase in 

mixed-use buildings that create an engaging pedestrian environment and promote a “live, 

work, play” atmosphere. In the years to come, not only will downtown Austin grow in 

size and population, there will be a significant increase in the number of mixed-use 

buildings located downtown. Sue Welch explained that while the city of Austin Planning 

and Development Review department has not adopted an official definition of “mixed-

use”, the term generally refers to any building that combines both residential and 

commercial units (personal interview, February 2012).  
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The city of Austin is also a major attraction for tourists year-round. Often referred 

to as the “Live Music Capital of the World”, the city is well-known for its vibrant 

nightlife, local businesses and “Keep Austin Weird” attitude, in addition to being the 

capital of the state of Texas and home to four universities. Despite the fact that over 7 

million tourists visit Austin annually, contributing over $2.8 billion to the local economy,  

no new hotels have opened in downtown since 2006 (Downtown Austin Plan 2011). The 

Downtown Austin Plan (2011) explicitly mentions the need to incentivize the 

construction of new hotels to bolster the urban core as the premier tourist destination. 

Acknowledging the increase in mixed-use buildings and hotel construction that is likely 

to occur in the downtown region as a result of the two plans, this study aims to better 

understand the preferences of these types of consumers by limiting study participants to 

hotel guests and current residents of downtown mixed-use buildings. 

A total of twenty mixed-use buildings and sixteen hotels were identified in the 

Downtown area, the boundaries of which are defined in the Downtown Austin Plan 

(2011). Due to both time and financial constraints, a convenience sample was taken and 

participation depended upon obtaining permission from either property managers, Home 

Owners Association (HOA) boards, or hotel general managers to survey the residents or 

guests of each building. Eight out of twenty mixed-use buildings, three of eighteen 

downtown hotels, and two boutique hotels located just outside the downtown area agreed 

to participate. Figure 7 shows the boundaries of downtown and the location of 

participating and non-participating mixed-use buildings and hotels. 
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Figure 7: Participating Downtown Mixed-Use Buildings & Hotels, 

Source: City of Austin GIS data. 
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SURVEY INSTRUMENT 

An investigator-developed survey was used to determine WTP among downtown 

consumers. Three sets of pilot surveys were conducted with downtown residents, with 

approximately six surveys collected each time. As an incentive, pilot respondents were 

given a $5 gift card to a local downtown coffee shop. The hotel survey was piloted just 

once, as it involved only minimal changes to the mixed-use survey.  

The finalized, seven-page survey solicited information regarding respondents’: 

(1) definition of sustainability and perceptions of green initiatives,  

(2) involvement in the local community,  

(3) the degree to which respondents’ take into consideration corporate practices in 

their purchase decisions, 

(4)  knowledge and perceptions of construction industry conditions and relevant 

state labor laws, and 

(5) Willingness to pay for PCB certification. 

Socio-demographic information was collected in the last section of the survey. Additionally, 

information regarding state labor laws and construction industry-related data was provided 

prior to the valuation question to provide each respondent with the same level of knowledge. 

A short paragraph describing the minimum standards required by PCB certification was also 

included.  

Consumer WTP was evaluated differently for mixed-use residents and tourists. 

Mixed-use residents were asked the following question: “Imagine you are purchasing a 

new home downtown, how much MORE would you be willing to pay ABOVE your 

current MONTHLY payment for a home in a building that is Premier Community 

Builders Fair Labor Certified?” The price premiums given began with 0 percent 

willingness to pay and increased incrementally until the premium reached 15 percent of 
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the respondents’ current monthly payment. Tourists, on the other hand, were asked to 

provide their current nightly rate and write in the amount they would be willing to pay 

above their current rate for PCB certification. A copy of the mixed-use resident and 

tourist surveys can be found in Appendix A and B, respectively.  

PROCEDURE 

 Two different methods were used to distribute surveys to participating mixed-use 

buildings depending upon the preferences of HOA boards and property managers. Online 

surveys were distributed via email to residents of four participating buildings, while the 

remaining four buildings opted to provide their residents with paper surveys. Paper 

surveys were distributed in the case of incomplete or outdated email lists or if property 

managers expressed a belief that a higher response rate would be achieved through paper 

surveys.  

For two of the buildings distributing paper surveys, members of the WDP 

research team taped surveys to the doors of each unit, while the property managers of the 

remaining two buildings opted to distribute surveys to the residents themselves. Residents 

of three buildings submitted their paper surveys by sealing the completed survey in an 

envelope and placing it in a lock box located in the building lobby. However, in the case 

of Greenwood Towers, residents mailed their completed surveys to WDP due to fears on 

the part of the property manager that a lock box located in the lobby would likely be 

stolen. A summary of survey types and distribution and collection methods by building 

can be found in Table 1. 
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Building Name Survey Type 
Method of Distribution Method of Collection 

360 Online Email Online 

Austin City Lofts Online Email Online 

Brown Building Online Email Online 

Greenwood Paper WDP Staff Mail 

Penthouse Paper WDP Staff Lock Box 

Nokonah Paper Property Manager Lock Box 

Gables Online Email Online 

Littlefield Quarters Paper Property Manager Lock Box 

Table 1: Survey Distribution Method by Mixed-Use Building. 

Hotel guests were surveyed by staffing a table with WDP volunteers for 12 hours 

a day on at least one weekday and one weekend day for all participating hotels. The 

Mansion at Judges’ Hill was the only hotel for which surveys were only conducted on 

weekdays, due to the preferences of hotel management.  Paper surveys were intended to 

be distributed exclusively by hotel staff each time a guest approached the front desk and 

submitted to WDP at the table set up in the hotel lobby. Hotel staff was instructed to 

place all rejected surveys in a separate pile in an effort to calculate a valid response rate. 

Distribution dates for each hotel can be found in Table 2. 
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Hotel Name 

 

Date Day of Week 

 

The Hampton Inn & Suites 

 

 

06/14/2012 

 

Thursday 

  

06/16/2012 

 

 

Saturday 

  

06/22/2012 

 

 

Friday 

 

Holiday Inn  

Town Lake 

 

 

06/15/2012 

 

Friday 

  

06/18/2012 

 

 

Monday 

  

06/23/2012 

 

 

Saturday 

 

The Mansion  

at Judges’ Hill 

 

 

06/20/2012 

 

Wednesday 

  

06/21/2012 

 

 

Thursday 

 

Austin Motel 

 

 

06/24/2012 

 

Sunday 

  

06/25/2012 

 

 

Monday 

 

Hilton Garden Inn 

 

 

06/26/2012 

 

 

Tuesday 

  

06/27/2012 

 

 

Wednesday 

  

06/28/2012 

 

 

Thursday 

  

06/29/2012 

 

 

Friday 

Table 2: Survey Distribution Dates by Hotel. 

 

 



 29 

Informed consent was obtained by including a cover page notifying participants 

of the purpose of the research, any associated risks/benefits, as well as the voluntary 

nature of the survey. As an incentive to increase response rates, tourists that completed a 

survey were given a $5 gift card to a local bakery and residents were entered into a 

drawing for a $25 gift card. There were two drawings for each downtown, mixed-use 

building. 
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Data Analysis and Results 

RESEARCH VALIDITY 

Plans were initially made to stratify buildings according to certain characteristics 

such as size, cost, and star-rating. However, the small number of hotels and mixed-used 

buildings agreeing to participate prevented any sort of meaningful comparison across 

building types. Instead, sampled buildings are compared to the total population on a 

number of characteristics to improve the validity of the study by demonstrating the 

degree to which participating buildings reflect the range of mixed-use buildings and 

hotels found downtown. An analysis of the mixed-use buildings and hotels indicates that 

on most characteristics, the sample of mixed-use buildings fairly closely resembles the 

range of buildings found downtown (Table 3). However mid-range hotels, both in terms 

of size and cost, are overrepresented in the sample (Table 4). 

Type. Downtown mixed-use buildings include two general types, condominiums 

and apartments. Condominiums are owned units, although many are leased by the owner, 

and apartments are exclusively renter-occupied. Of the eight mixed-used buildings 

agreeing to participate in the study, two buildings are apartments and six are 

condominiums. Although the selected sample includes both apartments and 

condominiums, the percentage of condominiums in the sample (75 percent) is slightly 

lower than the percentage of condominiums downtown (90 percent).  

For the purposes of this study, two types of hotels are identified: more traditional 

hotels that rely on a nationally or internationally-recognized brand name, such as the 

Hilton, Radisson, and Sheraton hotels, and “boutique hotels” which offer guests a 

noticeably different look and feel than branded hotels.  While there is no agreed-upon 

definition, boutique hotels generally have a distinct architectural style or theme, are 

smaller in size, offer a high level of personalized customer service, and generally target 
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middle to upper income customers in their early 20s to mid-50s (Anhar, 2001). Given 

their rise in popularity and niche market (Levere 2011), two boutique hotels are included 

in the study to ensure a range of hotel “types”, despite being located just outside the 

boundaries of downtown. 
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                                                                       CONDOMINIUMS 

 Surveyed  Not Surveyed 

Building 

Name 
 # of 

units 

Size 

(A, 

B, or 

C) 

Avg. 

Price 

per 

ft2 

Avg. 

HOA 

dues/ 

mo. 

# 

Com. 

Units 

Type 

Com. 

Building 

Name 

 
# 

units 

Size 

(A, 

B, or 

C 

Avg.. 

Price 

per 

ft2 

Avg. 

HOA 

dues/ 

mo. 

# 

Com.

units 

Type 

Com. 

360 427 A $369 $359 9 

Office 

& 

Retail 

Spring 

Condos 
249 B $418 $379 3 

Office 
& 

Retail 

Greenwo

od 

Towers 

112 B $59 $423 2 Office 
The 

Austonian 
163 B $404 

$1,62

0 
6 Retail 

Nokonah 

Condos 
94 C $382 $827 4 Retail 

Four 

Seasons 
150 B $514 

$1,36

5 
5 Retail 

Brown 

Building 
88 C $276 $380 4 

Office 

& 

Retail 

Cambridge 
Tower 

146 B $208 $670 7 Office 

Austin 

City 

Lofts 

82 C $340 $891 2 Office 
Westgate 
Condos 

93 C $286 $603 11 Office 

Penthous

e Condos 
71 C $213 $389 8 Office Brazos Place 75 C $213 $402 5 

Office 

& 

Retail 

  
 

    Plaza Lofts 59 C $283 $522 2 
Office 

& 

Retail 

  
 

    Brazos Lofts 35 C $298 $300 8 

Office 

& 

Retail 

       904 West 25 C $317 $229 11 Office 

                                                                           APARTMENTS 

 Surveyed  Not Surveyed 

Building 

Name 

 
# 

units 

Size 

(A, 

B, or 

C) 

Avg. 

Price per ft2 

# 

Com. 

units 

Type 

Com. 

Building 

Name 

# 

units 

Size 

(A, 

B, or 

C 

Avg. 

Price per ft2 

# 

Com.

units 

Type 

Com. 

Gables 

West 

Avenue 

397 A $1.92 15 

Office 

& 

Retail 

The 

Monarch 
305 A $2.71 2 

Office 

& 
Retail 

Littlefiel

d 

Quarters 

24 C $0.65 3 Retail 
AMLI on 

2nd 
231 B $0.38 11 Retail 

      
AMLI 

Downtown 
220 B $0.48 19 Retail 

Table 3: Mixed-Use Building Characteristics, Source: Information in this table is taken 

from a variety of sources, including individual building websites, the general websites 

http://www.austintowers.net/ and http://www.highrises.com/city/austin as well as 

telephone conversations with Property Managers. 
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DOWNTOWN HOTELS 

Surveyed Not Surveyed 

Building 

Name 

Star 

Rating 

# of 

Rooms 

Size  

Building Name 
Star 

Rating 

# of 

Rooms 

Size  

(A, B, or C) (A, B, or 

C) 

Holiday 

Inn Town 

Lake 

3 320 A 
Extended Stay 

America  
2 101 C 

Hilton 
Garden Inn 

3 254 B LaQuinta 2.5 156 B 

Hampton 

Inn & 

Suites 

3 207 B Courtyard Marriot 3 270 B 

        Sheraton 3 362 A 

        
Doubletree Guest 

Suites 
3 188 C 

        Residence Inn  3 179 C 

        W Austin 4 251 B 

        Omni Downtown 4 375 A 

        Radisson 4 413 A 

        The Hilton 4 800 A 

        Intercontinental 4 189 C 

        Four Seasons 5 319 A 

BOUTIQUE HOTELS 
    

Surveyed Not Surveyed 

Austin 
Motel 

N/A 41 C The Driskill 4 189 C 

Mansion at 

Judges Hill 
4 48 C 

    

Table 4: Hotel Characteristics, Source: Information in this table is taken from a variety of 

sources, including individual hotel websites, the general website www.hotels.com as well 

as telephone conversations with hotel employees. 
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Size. Building size was determined by classifying buildings according to the total 

number of units. Downtown mixed-use buildings range in size from 24 to 427 units. 

Buildings classified as “A” are the largest, with more than 300 units, while “B” buildings 

include between 100 and 299 and “C” buildings have less than 99 units. Small buildings 

make up half of all mixed-use buildings downtown (50 percent), followed by mid-size 

buildings (35 percent) and buildings exceeding 300 units (15 percent). While the largest 

proportion of the sample is made up of smaller buildings, the second largest proportion is 

comprised of large buildings over 300 units. Mid-size buildings are underrepresented by 

22 percentage points.  

Hotels were also classified by the number units. Downtown hotels range in size 

from around 50 rooms to 800.  Hotels classified as “A” contain 300 or more rooms, while 

hotels classified as “B” have between 200 and 299, and “C”, 0 to 199 rooms. Mid-size 

hotels are overrepresented in the selected sample, with 40 percent classified as mid-size 

compared to 28 percent of all downtown hotels. Conversely, a smaller percentage of large 

hotels are included in the selected sample when compared to downtown. Only 20 percent 

of the participating hotels are classified as “A”, or having 300 or more rooms, versus 33 

percent of all downtown hotels. A comparable number of small hotels with less than 199 

rooms are included in the study. 

Cost. An average cost per square foot was calculated for each mixed-use building. 

For owned units, the average was determined by calculating the price per square foot for 

each individual unit using the Travis County Tax Assessor records and averaging the unit 

totals for each building. The price per square foot for apartments was calculated in a 

similar manner, using current market rents provided by each apartment building. Average 

price per square foot for downtown, mixed-use condominiums ranges from $59.37 per 

square foot to $514.17 per square foot. The average price per square foot for mixed-use 
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buildings included in the sample is $273.13, approximately $30 less per square foot than 

the average for all downtown mixed-use condominiums ($305.39). For all downtown 

mixed-use apartments, the average is $1.23 per square foot, compared to $1.29 per square 

foot for those included in the study. 

As hotel nightly rates tend to fluctuate depending on the time of year, date of 

booking, etc., the star rating of a hotel was used as an approximation of cost. Generally, it 

can be assumed that five star hotels cost more than four star hotels, four star hotels more 

than three star hotels, and so on. Three out of the five hotels included in the study are 

three star hotels. The star rating for the Austin Motel is unknown and the Mansion at 

Judges’ Hill has a four-star rating. Mid-range priced hotels are slightly overrepresented in 

the sample, with higher and lower end hotels noticeably absent. 

Commercial Units. According to the city of Austin Department of Planning and 

Development Review, downtown mixed-use buildings must include at least one 

commercial unit, either retail or office space. The ratio of commercial square footage to 

residential is not considered in determining whether a building is mixed-use; therefore, 

buildings classified as “mixed-use” range from those including two small office units to 

buildings with fifteen ground-floor retail units. The selected sample includes mixed-use 

buildings with a combination of retail and office space, as well as buildings with only one 

type of commercial space. The percentages of buildings with each type of commercial 

space closely resemble those found downtown. Approximately 37.5 percent of the 

sampled buildings are a combination of office and retail, compared to 40 percent of all 

downtown buildings. Buildings with only office space represent 37.5 percent of the 

sample and 30 percent of all downtown buildings. For buildings with only retail uses, 25 

percent of the sample falls into this category, compared to 30 percent downtown. 

Buildings were also categorized by the number of commercial units. Buildings with five 
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or fewer commercial units were grouped together and those with six or more constituted a 

second group. Buildings with five or fewer commercial units are slightly overrepresented 

in the sample.  

Overall, the selected sample of mixed-use buildings is fairly representative of all 

mixed-use buildings in the downtown area in terms of type, size, cost, and commercial 

characteristics, with minor differences. Apartments, midsize buildings between 100 and 

299 units, and buildings with fewer than five commercial units are somewhat 

overrepresented in the sample. In terms of the type of commercial units and the price per 

square foot, the sample rather closely resembles the target population. Due to the small 

sample size, these differences reflect imbalances of one or two buildings falling within 

each category, but nevertheless have implications for external validity and the 

generalizability of survey results.  

 On the other hand, the hotels agreeing to participate in the study do not closely 

resemble all downtown hotels. While at least one hotel from each size category is 

included in the selected sample, mid-size hotels are overrepresented by 12 percentage 

points when compared to all downtown hotels. The sample also lacks hotels from the 

lower and higher ends of the spectrum in terms of cost. It should be noted that two of the 

hotels, while their inclusion helps to ensure a range of hotel types, do not technically fall 

within the boundaries of downtown. Presently, there is only one boutique hotel located 

within the boundaries of downtown. However, it is reasonable to expect a greater 

presence in the future given their rise in popularity. 

 The final sample of surveyed respondents includes 124 residents from the eight 

mixed-use buildings. Resident response rates by mixed-use building can be found in 

Table 5. Of the 124 resident respondents, the majority (62.6 percent) are owners of their 

downtown condo, the primary rent or mortgage payer (86.8 percent), live alone or with 
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one other person (93.5 percent), and are experienced home owners. Approximately 69 

percent of respondents report having purchased at least one home in their lifetime, and 

11.4 percent report having purchased 6 or more.  The highest percentage of respondents 

reports paying between $1,000 and $2,000 in monthly mortgage payments. 

Approximately 14 percent of respondents indicates their home does not currently have a 

monthly payment, implying the home has already been paid off.  

 

Building Name Response Rate 

360 7.69 

Austin City Lofts 11.46 

Brown Building 25.00 

Greenwood 16.35 

Penthouse 16.39 

Nokonah 12.99 

Gables 8.10 

Littlefield Quarters 11.77 

Table 5: Resident Response Rates by Mixed-Use Building. 

In terms of demographic characteristics, resident respondents are young (47.9 

percent between the ages of 18 and 35), white (87.0 percent), and male (56.6 percent). 

Resident respondents are also highly educated, with 86.3 percent having obtained a 

Bachelor’s degree or higher. A majority (54.1 percent) identify more closely with 

“liberal/progressive” political beliefs. Only 25.4 percent reports identifying with 

“centrist” political views and 20.5 percent with “conservative”. A large majority (87.1 

percent) of respondents is employed and not surprisingly, their household incomes trend 
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higher than the national average - 59.6 percent of respondents reported an income of 

$75,000 a year or more. A brief snapshot of respondent demographic characteristics 

alongside downtown demographics is presented in Table 6. The comparison shows that 

on basic characteristics the resident survey sample and the downtown population are 

fairly comparable. For all categories besides race, percentages become even more 

representative when Census Tracts 7 and 11 are omitted - census tract 12 covers the 

greatest share of the downtown area and contains all but three of the mixed-use buildings 

located downtown.  
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Resident Respondents Downtown Demographics 
AGE  

 

47.9%  18 to 36 years old 

 

 

46.7%  20 to 35 years old 

*(48.8% if only Census tract 12) 

 

RACE/ETHNICITY  

 

87.0% white 

7.3% Latino 

0.8% African American 

 2.4% Asian/Pacific Islander 

0.8% Native American 

 

 

72.3% white not Latino 

12.8% Latino 

4.9% African American 

7.5% Asian/Pacific Islander 

0.3% American Indian 

GENDER  

 

43.4% female    

56.6% male 

 

 

42.1% female    

57.9% male 

EDUCATION  

86.3% hold a Bachelor’s degree or higher 

 

77.8%* hold a Bachelor’s degree or higher 

*(83.3% if only Census tract 12) 

 

HOUSEHOLD OCCUPANCY  

 

over 90% 2 or fewer people in Household 

 

 

over 90% 2 or fewer people in Household  

EMPLOYMENT STATUS  

87.1% employed 

 

 

64.2% employed 

*(80.3% if only Census tract 12) 

INCOME  

 

59.6% earn $75,000 or more annually 

 

 

65.5% earn $75,000 or more annually 

*(61.3% if only Census tract 12)  

Table 6: Respondent Demographics,  Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010. 

* The boundaries of downtown Austin, as defined by the Downtown Austin Plan, include 

portions of Census Tract 7, 11, 12, and 16.05. Census tract 12 covers the greatest share 

of the downtown area and contains all but three of downtown mixed-use buildings. 

Census Tract 16.05 was omitted due to the negligible size of the portion included in the 

boundaries of downtown and the fact that it consists only of commercial units.   
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Every attempt was made to ensure resident surveys were distributed on the same 

day to prevent potential respondents from learning anything about the survey prior to 

participation that may impact their responses. Unfortunately, property managers did not 

wish to provide WDP with access to residents’ email addresses; instead, they assumed 

responsibility for emailing the link to the online survey. Distribution of both the online 

surveys and paper surveys handed out by property managers occurred at their 

convenience. As a result, surveys were distributed at different times, sometime between 

mid-June and late July.  

Different distribution dates have implications for the internal validity of the study. 

Some residents may have learned of the survey prior to participation or been influenced 

by extraneous events that could not have impacted the responses of earlier respondents. 

Similarly, residents of buildings that received paper surveys were able to read through the 

entire survey prior to participation, while online survey respondents’ had to click through 

pages and were unable to go back to prior questions once they proceeded to the next 

page. The responses of paper survey respondents may have been impacted by additional 

knowledge respondents could have gained by reading through information or questions 

provided later in the survey, thereby lowering the internal validity of the study. 

A total of 161 tourists from five hotels completed questionnaires. Tourist response 

rates by hotel can be found in Table 7. It should be noted that actual response rates were 

likely significantly lower due to variability in distribution methods by hotel staff. Hotel 

staff was instructed to distribute paper surveys to every guest that approached the front 

desk and to place all rejected surveys in a separate pile in an effort to calculate a valid 

response rate. However, the degree to which these instructions were followed by hotel 

staff is questionable. WDP staff frequently observed guests approaching the front desk 
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and not being offered a survey and witnessed several rejected surveys not being placed in 

a separate pile. As a result, the calculated response rates for hotel guests should not be 

interpreted as representing an accurate response rate. Nevertheless, the calculated 

response rates for each hotel and day of the week are listed below in Table 7.  
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Hotel Name 

 

Date Response Rate 

 

The Hampton Inn & Suites 

 

 

06/14/2012 

 

58.97 

  

06/16/2012 

 

 

72.22 

  

06/22/2012 

 

 

45.00 

 

Holiday Inn  

Town Lake 

 

 

06/15/2012 

 

84.62 

  

06/18/2012 

 

 

68.42 

  

06/23/2012 

 

 

71.43 

 

The Mansion  

at Judges’ Hill 

 

 

06/20/2012 

 

100.00 

  

06/21/2012 

 

 

33.33 

 

Austin Motel 

 

 

06/24/2012 

 

60.00 

  

06/25/2012 

 

 

70.59 

 

Hilton Garden Inn 

 

 

06/26/2012 

 

 

60.00 

  

06/27/2012 

 

 

71.43 

  

06/28/2012 

 

 

100.00 

  

06/29/2012 

 

 

92.66 

Table 7: Tourist Response Rates by Hotel and Survey Date. 
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 The largest proportion (32.3 percent) of tourist respondents indicated traveling 

for business purposes. A majority reports they are visiting from another city in Texas 

(54.7 percent) and only a small proportion (2.6 percent) of the final sample is 

international visitors. Most survey respondents report it being their first time staying in 

Austin, though a quarter of respondents claim to visit 3-6 times a year or more. The 

highest proportion (45.5 percent) reports paying between $100 and $150 a night for their 

room.  

Overall, surveyed downtown tourists are fairly evenly distributed in age, white 

(77.8 percent), highly educated (74.6 percent with a Bachelor’s degree or higher), and 

female (51.9 percent). Almost equal proportions report identifying with 

“liberal/progressive” political views (40.6 percent) and “conservative” political views 

(40.0 percent), with fewer respondents identifying with center views (19.0 percent). A 

large percentage of tourist respondents are employed (88 percent) and their household 

incomes trend higher than the national average, with 56.2 percent of respondents 

reporting an income of $75,000 a year or more. Information regarding the demographic 

profile of Austin tourists is not readily available; therefore it is difficult to assess the 

degree to which survey respondents are comparable to all Austin tourists. Additionally, 

the demographic profile of Austin tourists is likely to change depending on the time of 

year. Due to time and financial constraints, it was not feasible to survey different types of 

tourists traveling at different times of the year. An attempt was made to ensure both 

weekday tourists and weekend tourists were surveyed, but in the case of downtown 

tourists, generalizability should not be assumed. 
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SURVEY RESULTS 

Survey results were analyzed using SPSS statistical software. A chi-square test 

was performed to investigate any relationship between WTP and demographic or 

identity-related characteristics. Due to the small sample size, a significance level of 0.10 

was used to determine whether relationships were statistically significant. Cross-

tabulation tables and related chi-square and p-values for both residents and tourists can be 

found in Appendix C and D.  

The majority of downtown, mixed-use residents and tourists express a WTP more 

than their current monthly payment or nightly rate for a unit in a building that is PCB 

certified (Figure 8). Approximately 69 percent of resident respondents indicate a WTP at 

least 1 percent more, and almost half of those would pay 5 percent or more above their 

current monthly payment (Figure 9). Overall, tourist respondents also express a WTP 

more for a hotel room with PCB certification. 67.1 percent are willing to pay at least 

something more, the highest proportion (21.9 percent) of which are reportedly willing to 

pay between $26 and $50 above their current nightly rate (Figure 10). 

 

 

Figure 8: Willingness to Pay by Respondent Type. 
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Figure 9: Residents’ Willingness to Pay by Amount. 

 

 

Figure 10: Tourists’ Willingness to Pay by Amount. 

 

The percentages of mixed-use residents and tourists willing to pay more may 

actually be higher when trade-offs are taken into account. Housing and hotel purchase 
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2.27% 
10.23% 

31.82% 

29.55% 

26.14% 

Residents Willing to Pay by Amount (%) of Premium (n=88) 

WTP 15% more 

WTP 10% more 

WTP 5% more 

WTP 3% more 

WTP 1% more 

20.41% 

29.59% 32.65% 

11.22% 

3.06% 3.06% 

Tourists Willing to Pay More by Amount ($) of Premium (n=98) 

$1-$15 more 

$16-$25 more 

$26-$50 more 

$51-$75 more 

$76-$100 more 

More than $100 



 46 

amenities, etc. that differ only by price. Many residents and tourists who may not be 

willing to pay more for a PCB certified unit may instead choose to live or stay in a 

smaller unit or make another trade-off in order to live or stay in a PCB certified building. 

As one resident who selected “other reason” in response to the question “If you answered 

‘0%’ to the previous question, please select the statement that best explains your 

response,” explains, “I would pay more per square foot, but downsize to keep [the] same 

payment”. Additionally, several tourist respondents unwilling to pay a premium on their 

current nightly rate are not willing to do so because their company picks and pays for 

their hotel. These tourists may actually be willing to pay more in the event that they are 

responsible for covering the costs of their hotel stay. 

Of those unwilling to pay a price premium for PCB certification, the most 

commonly selected reason for mixed-use residents is “I don’t believe I am responsible for 

paying for construction industry errors” (35.4 percent), followed by “I don’t believe 

Premier Community Builders certification will guarantee workers are treated fairly” (20.8 

percent). An equal share of tourist respondents indicate they “don’t believe Premier 

Community Builders certification will guarantee workers are treated fairly”, “don’t have 

the income to pay a higher rate”, and “don’t believe [they are] responsible for paying for 

construction industry errors”. One resident respondent who selected “other” explains, “I 

think Premier Community Builders certification should be the norm.  The market will set 

the price.” This comment highlights the possibility that respondents who identify with 

these statements may actually be willing to pay for PCB certification if certification is 

tied to higher quality construction therefore warranting an increase in market value. 

Respondents selecting “I don’t believe Premier Community Builders certification will 

guarantee workers are treated fairly” may similarly be willing to pay for certification if 

the process for monitoring compliance brings legitimacy to the program in the eyes of 
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consumers. Very few respondents who are unwilling to pay more for certification express 

a belief that current working conditions are satisfactory. Only 4.2 percent of residents and 

3.9 percent of tourists identify with the statement, “I don’t believe workers are treated 

unjustly” and approximately 2 percent of both residents and tourists “believe construction 

workers are treated in accordance with their work effort.”  

In terms of demographic characteristics, differences in WTP for mixed-use 

residents are significant only for political views and level of educational attainment. 

Resident respondents across the political spectrum express a willingness to pay, but 

respondents who identify as “liberal/progressive” are more likely to indicate a WTP for 

PCB certification (Figure 11). Nearly 85 percent of resident respondents identifying as 

“liberal/progressive” report a WTP. Over 50 percent of those identifying as “centrist” are 

willing to pay, and nearly half (48 percent) of all respondents identifying as 

“conservative” indicate a WTP at least 1 percent more than their current monthly 

payment for PCB certification.  
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Figure 11: Residents’ Willingness to Pay by Political Views. 

 

Differences in WTP by political views are also significant for tourists. The proportions of 

tourists are similar to those found for mixed-use residents, with 80 percent of tourist 

respondents identifying as “liberal/progressive”, 61.5 percent of those identifying as 

“centrist”, and 55 percent of respondents identifying as “conservative” indicating a 

willingness to pay for certification (Figure 12). 



 49 

 

 

Figure 12: Tourists’ Willingness to Pay by Political Views. 

 

Resident respondents from each level of educational attainment indicate a WTP 

for PCB certification, but residents with a graduate degree are more likely to express a 

WTP than those with a Bachelor’s degree or a high school diploma/GED/or some 

college. 80 percent of resident respondents with a graduate degree are willing to pay at 
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least 1 percent above their current monthly payment, compared to 59 percent of those 

with a bachelor’s degree and 70.6 percent of those who obtained either a high school 

diploma, GED, or attended some college (Figure 13). Differences in willingness to pay 

by level of educational attainment are not significant for tourists. 

 

 

Figure 13: Resident Willingness to Pay by Level of Educational Attainment. 
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construction industry knowledge, and general questions about a certification program and 

its functioning. Results indicate that WTP for PCB certification is also associated with:  

(1) how consumers define sustainability,  

(2) how often they take a company’s practices into consideration when making a 

purchase decision,  

(3) the importance they place on a program that alerts home buyers to the 

practices followed in the construction of a building, and 

(4)  the organization, agency, or association respondents see best fit to monitor 

compliance with a PCB certification program. 

Almost three quarters of both resident and tourist respondents report that “green 

initiatives” are at least “somewhat important” - over half of which rate them as 

“important” to “very important”. When it comes to defining sustainability, resident 

respondents that include “practices that provide low-income individuals and families 

opportunities for economic advancement”, a statement meant to reflect social equity 

concerns, are significantly more likely to be in the category of those willing to pay more 

than resident respondents that do not believe social equity concerns are included in the 

definition of sustainability. Of those including social equity in their definition of 

sustainability, over 85 percent are willing to pay for certification. Differences in WTP by 

definitions of sustainability are not significant for tourists. 

Downtown residents and tourists are thoughtful consumers. Approximately 80 

percent of both resident and tourist respondents report taking into account whether or not 

they agree with a company’s practices (i.e. worker treatment, financial contributions to 

political groups, environmental stewardship, etc.) at least “sometimes” when making 

purchase decisions - 30 percent of resident respondents claim to “often” or  “always” take 

into account company practices.  
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Of those claiming to take into account company practices either “often” or 

“always”, 75.8 percent of resident respondents report a WTP. Although it is impossible to 

test participants’ past behavior when it comes to purchasing PCB certified housing, as the 

program has not yet been initiated, these results appear to be in line with previous 

research that indicates past experience with buying organic or fair trade products to be 

positively associated with a WTP (Diaz et. al., 2012; Ellis et. al., 2012). 

Finally, almost identical proportions of resident respondents (80.9 percent) and 

tourist respondents (80.1 percent) indicate they believe a program “that alerts home 

buyers/renters to standards followed in the construction of their building” is at least 

“somewhat important”. The importance of a program to respondents is also related to 

their WTP as significant differences were found between WTP and not WTP groups for 

both residents and tourists – proportionally more respondents that state a WTP believe 

having such a program is “somewhat” to “very important” compared to those that are not 

willing to pay. In addition, WTP is associated with resident respondents’ opinions 

regarding the best way to monitor compliance with PCB standards, but is not significant 

for tourists. While a majority of all resident and tourist respondents think an independent 

monitoring organization would best oversee PCB compliance, 67.1 percent of resident 

respondents willing to pay for PCB certification trust an independent organization over a 

construction industry led association, government agency, self-regulation by the 

construction company, or no monitoring at all. Differences in WTP by agency of choice 

are not significant for tourists. 
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Conclusion 

This study is the first to explore consumer WTP for fair labor certified construction in 

downtown Austin. Results indicate that both residents and tourists are willing to pay more for 

PCB certified construction. The largest proportion of tourist respondents express a 

willingness to pay anywhere from $26 to $50 on top of their nightly rate to stay in a hotel 

built according to PCB standards. The largest proportion of resident respondents reports a 

WTP 5 percent more than their current monthly payment to live in a PCB certified building. 

Given that the majority of resident respondents’ report spending from $1,000 to $2,000 per 

month on their mortgage or rent, this likely equates to a price premium of $50 to $100 per 

month for PCB certification. 

WTP studies of low cost commodities such as fair trade and organic products tend to 

confirm a WTP anywhere from 10 to 50 percent. Not surprisingly, WTP studies of higher 

cost commodities, such as housing, report lower premiums.  Higher cost commodities 

represent a much larger share of a consumers’ income and small percentages equate to 

significant increases in cost. A 5 percent rental premium is consistent with other WTP studies 

of certified buildings. Previous research using hedonic regression models to evaluate 

premiums associated with green buildings confirms rental premiums between 2.5 and 5 

percent for LEED and Energy Star rated buildings. Although it is difficult to assess the 

degree to which PCB certification will command similar rental premiums as LEED and 

Energy Star certification, the results indicate the consumers are at least prepared to pay 

similar amounts.  

Previous research regarding demographic predictors of WTP is inconclusive and 

oftentimes contradictory. Unfortunately, results of this study do not help to resolve these 

inconsistencies. Differences in WTP are significant only for political views - for both resident 



 54 

and tourist respondents - and level of educational attainment - for resident respondents only. 

Respondents that reported identifying with “liberal/progressive” political views and those 

with a graduate degree are the most likely to express a willingness to pay. These results 

appear to be somewhat consistent with other WTP studies that confirm consumers with 

higher levels of education are more likely to express a WTP for certified products, although 

similar studies have also found a negative relationship between WTP and education. 

Similar to WTP studies for organic and fair trade products that confirm a higher 

willingness to pay among consumers with previous experience purchasing certified goods, 

consumers that take into account whether or not they agree with a company’s practices (i.e. 

worker treatment, financial contributions to political groups, environmental stewardship, 

etc.) are more likely to indicate a WTP for PCB certification. Additionally, respondents’ 

overwhelming support for independent monitoring appears to confirm the consensus among 

scholars that certification programs require independent, third-party monitoring to gain 

legitimacy in the eyes of a more skeptical public (Cashore, 2002; Conroy, 2007). 

Developers hoping to charge a price premium to cover the increased costs associated 

with PCB certification should market certification as an indicator of higher quality 

craftsmanship. As evidenced by previous studies, “ethical consumption” is oftentimes based 

on both a perceived public and private benefit. Rental and purchase premiums might be more 

easily justified by consumers, especially in the case of residents, if they view buildings with 

PCB certification as providing an important private benefit - a better long-term investment – 

in addition to improving the quality of life for low-income construction workers. Developers 

should also submit to independent monitoring to bring legitimacy to their certificate. Both 

residents and tourists willing to pay for certification overwhelmingly trust an independent 

monitoring agency to handle compliance with PCB certification. Moreover, a large 

percentage of consumers that is unwilling to pay for PCB certification reports “not trust[ing] 
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PCB certification to guarantee workers are treated fairly”. Submitting to an independent 

monitoring agency gains the trust of consumers expressing a WTP and may also convince 

previously skeptical consumers to pay a premium.   

There are several limitations to this study. The “attitude behavior gap” is a limitation 

common to WTP research that highlights the fact that although many respondents state a 

WTP, their actual behavior may not match up with their stated intentions (Vermeier, 2005). 

The implications of the “attitude behavior gap” are higher levels of reported willingness to 

pay than will actually occur in the market. However, the high percentage of consumers 

reporting a willingness to pay is promising, even if a smaller proportion of consumers’ 

actually follow through with their stated preferences by purchasing or booking in a PCB 

certified building. PCB certification may find its start as a profitable niche market and slowly 

expand as knowledge of the program and availability of certified building increases. 

Other limitations to this study are related to the research design. Time and budget 

constraints prevented randomized sampling of downtown consumers. Instead, survey 

participants were drawn from a convenience sample of downtown mixed-use buildings and 

hotels willing to give WDP access to their residents and guests. Despite the reliance on a 

convenience sample, the external validity of the study is improved slightly by the degree to 

which sampled buildings and resident respondents reflect the range of buildings found 

downtown and match the demographic profile of downtown residents. Unfortunately, 

demographic data regarding Austin tourists is not readily available and likely changes 

depending on the time of year. Therefore, it is unclear how representative the sample is of all 

downtown Austin tourists and caution should be exercised in generalizing these results.  

Additionally, different distribution times and survey formats have implications for 

research validity. Distributing the surveys at different times and providing some respondents 

with paper surveys that allows them to view information and questions contained later in the 
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survey may have resulted in extraneous events influencing the responses of some participants 

and not others. 

The small sample size also has implications for study validity. A power analysis 

based on a 95% confidence level and 5% margin of error recommended a sample size of 330 

mixed-use residents and 350 hotel guests. The final sample size for both tourists and mixed-

use residents is about half the target sample size. Unfortunately, budget constraints prevented 

WDP from conducting a direct mailing campaign that likely would have resulted in a much 

larger sample size. Instead, sample size depended exclusively on obtaining the permission of 

property managers, HOA boards, and hotel general managers to gain access to residents and 

guests. This study, at best, represents a preliminary exploration of consumer attitudes and 

should not be generalized to the entire population of downtown mixed-use residents and 

tourists.  

However, external validity in terms of replicability is strong. This study can easily be 

performed in other “green” cities also suffering from poor construction industry working 

conditions. Further research should be based on a larger sample size in order to confirm 

levels of consumer WTP among downtown mixed-use residents and tourists and identify the 

types of consumers that are willing to pay higher prices for PCB certification. Additional 

research should also examine the types of information and labeling schemes that would be 

most effective in marketing PCB certification to consumers. Due to limitations presented by 

the “attitude behavior gap”, revealed preference studies using hedonic regression models may 

be more effective in determining the price premiums associated with PCB certification once 

PCB certified buildings become more widely available. 
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APPENDIX A 

Sustainability and Downtown Mixed-Use Resident Survey 
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APPENDIX B 

Sustainability and Downtown Austin Tourist Survey 
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APPENDIX C 

Mixed-Use Resident Data Tables 

 Frequency Valid Percent 

15% 2 1.6% 

10% 9 7.3% 

5% 28 22.6% 

3% 26 21.0% 

1% 23 16.1% 

0% 42 31.5% 

Total 125 100.00% 

Table 8: Willingness to Pay Frequencies 

 
 Frequency Valid Percent 

Not WTP (0%) 39 31.5% 

Yes WTP (more than 0%) 85 68.5% 

Total 125 100.00% 

Table 9: Dichotomized Willingness to Pay Frequencies 
 

 Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 

Don’t believe PCB will guarantee workers are treated fairly 10* 20.8% 

Don’t have the income 6** 12.5% 

Market appropriately determines worker treatment 7 14.6%  

Believe construction workers are treated in accordance with their effort 1 2.1% 

Don’t believe workers are treated unjustly 2 4.2% 

Don’t believe I am responsible for paying for construction industry errors 17 35.4% 

Other 5 10.4% 

Total 48*** 100.00% 
 

*1 respondent indicated they were willing to pay 3%, 3 indicated they were willing to pay 1% 

**2 of these respondents indicated they were willing to pay 3% 

***Total includes 6 more respondents than those who were willing to pay 0%, see above notes 

****4 respondents chose 2 answers: 3 chose “Don’t believe I am responsible for paying for construction industry 

errors” in addition to “Don’t have the income” (1) and “Don’t believe PCB will guarantee workers are treated fairly” 

(1) and 1 chose “Don’t believe PCB will guarantee workers are treated fairly” in addition to “Don’t have the income” 

 

Table 10: Reason for “0%” Willingness to Pay Frequencies  
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Not WTP 

(0%) 
Yes WTP  

(more than 0%) 
Total 

Politics (X2=17.239, p<0.001)    

   Liberal/Progressive 26.3% (10) 66.7% (56) 54.1% (66) 

   Centrist 39.5% (15) 19.0% (16) 25.4% (31) 

   Conservative 34.2% (13) 14.3% (12) 20.5% (25) 

 100.0% (38) 100% (84) 100% (122) 

Education (X2=5.314, p=0.070)    

  High School/GED or Some college 12.8% (5) 14.3% (12) 13.8% (17) 

  Bachelor’s Degree 64.1% (25) 42.9% (36) 49.6% (61) 

  Graduate Degree 23.1% (9) 42.9% (36) 36.6% (45) 

 100.0% (39) 100% (84) 100% (123) 

HH Income (X2=1.189, p=0.756)    

  < $50k 17.6% (6) 26.6% (21) 23.9% (27) 

  $50k-99,999 35.3% (12) 34.2% (27) 34.5% (39) 

  $100k+ 47.4% (16) 39.2% (31) 41.6% (47) 

   100.0% (34) 100% (79) 100% (113) 

Home Ownership (X2=0.668, p=0.414)    

  Own 31.6% (12) 39.3% (33) 36.9% (45) 

  Rent 68.4% (26) 60.7% (51) 63.1% (77) 

 100.0% (38) 100% (84) 100% (122) 

Amount Mortgage/Rent (X2=5.102, p=0.648)    

  < $1k 10.8% (4) 15.9% (13) 14.3% (17) 

  $1k – 1,499 27.0% (10) 25.6% (21) 26.1% (31) 

  $1500-1,999 16.2% (6) 22.0% (18) 20.2% (24) 

  $2k-2,499 13.5% (5) 7.3% (6) 9.2% (11) 

  $2,500-3k 2.7% (1) 7.3% (6) 5.9% (7) 

  $3k + 5.4% (2) 7.3% (6) 6.7% (8) 

  Home does not have 21.6% (8) 11.0% (9) 14.3% (17) 

  Don’t Know 2.7% (1) 3.7% (3) 3.4% (4) 

 100.0% (37) 100% (82) 100% (119) 

Primary Residence (X2=0.385, p=0.535)    

  Yes 83.8% (31) 88.0% (73) 86.7% 
(104) 

  No 16.2% (6) 12.0% (10) 13.3% (16) 

 100.0% (37) 100% (83) 100% (120) 

Number Homes Purchased (X2=8.975, 
p=0.175) 

   

  0 23.1% (9) 33.7% (28) 30.3% (37) 

  1 15.4% (6) 24.1% (20) 21.3% (26) 

  2 10.3% (4) 9.6% (8) 9.8% (12) 

  3 15.4% (6) 8.4% (7) 10.7% (13) 

  4 15.4% (6) 10.8% (9) 12.3% (15) 

  5 10.3% (4) 1.2% (1) 4.1% (5) 

  6+ 10.3% (4) 12.0% (10) 11.5% (14) 

 100.0% (39) 100% (83) 100% (122) 

Previously Purchased Home (X2=1.426, 
p=0.232) 

   

  Yes 23.1% (9) 33.7% (28) 30.3% (37) 

  No 76.9% (30) 66.3% (55) 69.7% (85) 
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 100.0% (39) 100% (83) 100% (122) 

Employed (X2=1.426, p=0.232)    

  Yes 92.3% (36) 84.5% (71) 87.0% 
(107) 

  No 7.7% (3) 15.5% (13) 13.0% (16) 

 100.0% (39) 100% (84) 100% (123) 

Gender (X2=0.850, p=0.356)    

  Male 63.2% (24) 54.2% (45) 57.0% (69) 

  Female 36.8% (14) 45.8% (38) 43.0% (52) 

 100.0% (38) 100% (83) 100% (121) 

Age (X2=5.480, p=0.360)    

  18-25 yrs 13.5% (5) 12.0% (10) 12.5% (15) 

  26-35 yrs 24.3% (9) 39.8% (33) 35.0% (42) 

  36-45 yrs 24.3% (9) 12.0% (10) 15.8% (19) 

  46-55 yrs 21.6% (8) 16.9% (14) 18.3% (22) 

  56-65 yrs 13.5% (5) 12.0% (10) 12.5% (15) 

  Over 65yrs 2.7% (1) 7.2% (6) 5.8% (7) 

 100.0% (37) 100% (83) 100% (120) 

Race/Ethnicity (groups too small for test)    

  African American 0.0%(0) 1.2% (1) 0.8% (1) 

  Asian/Pacific Islander 0.0%(0) 3.6% (3) 2.5% (3) 

  Hispanic 10.5% (4) 6.0% (5) 7.4% (9) 

  Native American 0.0%(0) 1.2% (1) 0.8% (1) 

  White 89.5% (34) 85.7% (72) 86.9% 
(106) 

  Other 0.0%(0) 2.4% (2) 1.6% (2) 

 100.0% (38) 100% (84) 100% (122) 

Number in Household (X2=4.955, p=0.175)    

  1 56.4% (22) 52.4% (44) 53.7% (66) 

  2 30.8%(12) 44.0% (37) 39.8% (49) 

  3 10.3% (4) 2.4% (2) 4.9% (6) 

  4 2.6%(1) 1.2% (1) 1.6% (2) 

 100.0% (39) 100% (84) 100% (123) 

 

Table 11: Willingness to Pay by Demographics 

 

 
 Frequency  Valid Percent  

Very Important 26 19.8% 

Important 55 42.0% 

Somewhat Important 25 19.1% 

Not too Important 16 12.2% 

Not at all Important 9 6.9% 

Total 131 100% 

Table 12: Importance of a Monitoring Program Frequencies  
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X2=28.729, p<0.001 Not WTP (0%) 
Yes WTP 

(more than 0%) 
Total 

Very Important 4(9.8%) 22(25.0%) 26(20.2%) 

Important 11(26.8%) 44(50.0%) 55(42.6%) 

Somewhat Important 8(19.5%) 16(18.2%) 24(18.6%) 

Not too Important 10(24.4%) 5(5.7%) 15(11.6%) 

Not at all Important 8(19.5%) 1(1.1%) 9(7.0%) 

Total 41(100.0%) 88(100.0%) 129(100.0%) 

Table 13: Willingness to Pay by Importance of a Monitoring Program 

 
 Frequency Valid Percent 

Construction Industry Led Association 19 15.3% 

Independent Monitoring Org 72 58.1% 

Government Agency 15 12.1% 

Self-regulation by company 3 2.4% 

No Monitoring 5 4.0% 

Other 10 8.1% 

Total 124 100.00% 

 

Table 14: Preferred Monitoring Organization Frequencies 

 

 

X2=23.212, p<0.001 Not WTP (0%) 
Yes WTP 

(more than 0%) 
Total 

Construction Industry Led Association 17.9%(7) 14.1% (12) 15.3% (19) 

Independent Monitoring Org 38.5%(15) 67.1% (57) 58.1% (72) 

Government Agency 10.3% (4) 12.9% (11) 12.1% (15) 

Self-regulation by company 7.7%(3) 0.0% (0) 2.4% (3) 

No Monitoring 12.8% (5) 0.0% (0) 4.0% (5) 

Other 12.8%(5) 5.9% (5) 8.1% (10) 

Total 100.0% (39) 100% (85) 100% (124) 

 

Table 15: Willingness to Pay by Preferred Monitoring Organization 

 
 Frequency  Valid Percent  

Very Important 27 22.0% 

Important 33 26.8% 

Somewhat Important 34 27.6% 

Not too Important 16 13.0% 

Not at all Important 13 10.6% 

Total 123 100% 

 

Table 16: Importance of Green Initiatives Frequencies 
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X2=7.7, p=.006 Not WTP (0%) 
Yes WTP 

(more than 0%) 
Total 

Yes - Social Equity 
(Advancement for Low-Income) 

13.5% (5) 38.8% (33) 31.1% (38) 

No – Social Equity 
(Advancement for Low-Income) 

86.5% (32) 61.2% (52) 68.9% (84) 

Total 100.0% (37) 100.0% (85) 100.0%(122)  

 

Table 17: Willingness to Pay by Definition of Sustainability 

 
 Frequency  Valid Percent  

Always 6 4.8% 

Often 31 25.0% 

Sometimes 55 44.4% 

Rarely 24 19.4% 

Never 8 6.5% 

Total 124 100% 

Table 18: Activist Consumer Variable Frequencies (“Do you consider whether you agree 

with a company’s practices when you buy things?”)  

 

X2=20.414, p<0.001 Not WTP (0%) 
Yes WTP   

(more than 0%) 
Total 

Always 10.3%(4) 2.4% (2) 4.9% (6) 

Often 15.4%(6) 29.8% (25) 25.2% (31) 

Sometimes 30.8% (12) 50.0% (42) 43.9% (54) 

Rarely 25.6%(10) 16.7% (14) 19.5% (24) 

Never 17.9% (7) 1.2% (1) 6.5% (8) 

Total 100.0% (39) 100% (84) 100% (123) 

Table 19: Willingness to Pay by Activist Consumer Variable 
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APPENDIX D 

Tourist Data Tables 

 Frequency Valid Percent 

$0 48 32.9% 

$1-$15 20 13.7% 

$16-25 29 19.9% 

$26-50 32 21.9% 

$51-75 11 7.5% 

$76-$100 3 2.1% 

More than $100 3 2.1% 

Total 146 100.00% 

Table 20: Willingness to Pay Frequencies 

 
 Frequency Valid Percent 

Not WTP (0%) 48 32.9% 

Yes WTP (more than 0%) 98 67.1% 

Total 146 100.00% 

Table 21: Dichotomized Willingness to Pay Frequencies 

 

 Frequency 
Valid 

Percent 

Don’t believe PCB will guarantee workers are treated fairly* 12 23.5% 

Don’t have the income** 12 23.5% 

Market appropriately determines worker treatment*** 3 5.9% 

Believe construction workers are treated in accordance with their effort**** 1 2.0% 

Don’t believe workers are treated unjustly***** 2 3.9% 

Don’t believe I am responsible for paying for construction industry errors 12 23.5% 

Other 9 17.6% 

Total 51 100.00% 
*1 respondent indicated they were willing to between $26-$50. 

**1 of these respondents indicated they were willing to pay $16-25, also, 1 also chose “Don’t believe I am responsible 

for paying for construction industry errors” 

***1 indicated they were willing to pay more than $100, one also chose “Don’t believe workers are treated unjustly” 

****This respondent indicated they s/he was willing to pay from $76-$100  

***** 1 also chose “Don’t believe I am responsible for paying for construction industry errors 

 

Table 22: Reason for “0%” Willingness to Pay Frequencies  
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Not WTP 

(0%) 

Yes WTP  
(more than 

0%) 
Total 

Politics (X2=8.265, p=0.016)    

   Liberal/Progressive 22.9% (11) 47.3% (44) 39.0% (55) 

   Centrist 20.8% (10) 17.2% (16) 18.4% (26) 

   Conservative 56.3% (27) 35.5% (33) 42.6% (60) 

 100.0% (48) 100% (93) 100% (141) 

Education (X2=2.960, p=0.228)    

  High School/GED or Some college 18.8% (9) 28.7% (27) 25.4% (36) 

  Bachelor’s Degree 47.9% (23) 34.0% (32) 38.7% (55) 

  Graduate Degree 33.3% (16) 37.2% (35) 35.9% (51) 

 100.0% (48) 100% (94) 100% (142) 

HH Income (X2=0.771, p=0.680)    

  < $50k 27.7% (13) 21.7% (20) 23.7% (33) 

  $50k-99,999 34.0% (16) 40.2% (37) 38.1% (53) 

  $100k+ 38.3% (18) 38.0% (35) 38.1% (53) 

   100.0% (47) 100% (92) 100% (139) 

Frequency ATX Hotel
 
(X2=6.482, p=0.090)    

This is my first time. 39.1% (18) 60.9% (28) 100.0% 
(46) 

Stayed previously to once a year 20.8% (10) 79.2% (38) 100.0% 
(48) 

2-6 times per year 36.8% (14) 63.2% (24) 100.0% 
(38) 

More than 6 times a year 54.5% (6) 45.5% (5) 100.0% 
(11) 

 100.0% (48) 100% (95) 100% (143) 

Gender (X2=7.718, p=0.005)    

Male 64.6% (31) 40.0% (38) 48.3% (69) 

Female 35.4% (17) 60.0% (57) 51.7% (74) 

 100.0% (48) 100% (95) 100% (143) 

 

Table 23: Willingness to Pay by Demographics  
 
 

 Frequency  Valid Percent  

Very Important 35 21.7% 

Important 41 25.5% 

Somewhat Important 53 32.9% 

Not too Important 19 11.8% 

Not at all Important 13 8.1% 

Total 161 100% 

Table 24: Importance of a Monitoring Program Frequencies  
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X2=28.771, p<0.001 Not WTP (0%) 
Yes WTP 

(more than 0%) 
TOTAL 

Very Important 18.8% (9) 21.4% (21) 10.5% (30) 

Important 12.5% (6) 31.6% (31) 25.3% (37) 

Somewhat Important 27.1% (13) 37.8% (37) 34.2% (50) 

Not too Important 16.7% (8) 8.2% (8) 11.0% (16) 

Not at all Important 25.0% (12) 1.0% (1) 8.9% (13) 

Total 100.0% (48) 100.0% (98) 100.0% (146) 

Table 25: Willingness to Pay by Importance of a Monitoring Program 

 
 Frequency Valid Percent 

Construction Industry Led Association 17 11-0% 

Independent Monitoring Org 91 58.7% 

Government Agency 31 20.0% 

Self-regulation by company 9 5.8% 

No Monitoring 2 1.3% 

Other 5 3.2% 

Total 155 100.00% 

 

Table 26: Preferred Monitoring Organization Frequencies 

 

X2=6.793, p=0.236 Not WTP (0%) 
Yes WTP   

(more than 0%) 
Total 

Construction Industry Led Association 10.4% (5) 11.7% (11) 11.3% (16) 

Independent Monitoring Org 56.3%(27) 61.7% (58) 59.9% (85) 

Government Agency 22.9% (11) 17.0% (16) 19.0% (27) 

Self-regulation by company 2.1%(1) 7.4% (7) 5.6% (8) 

No Monitoring 4.2% (2) 0.0% (0) 1.4% (2) 

Other 4.2%(2) 2.1% (2) 2.8% (4) 

Total 100.0% (48) 100% (94) 100% (142) 

Table 27: Willingness to Pay by Most Trusted Monitoring Organization (not significant) 

 
 Frequency  Valid Percent  

Very Important 38 23.6% 

Important 52 32.3% 

Somewhat Important 30 18.6% 

Not too Important 28 17.4% 

Not at all Important 13 8.1% 

Total 123 100% 

Table 28: Importance of Green Initiatives Frequencies 
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 Frequency  Valid Percent  

Always 17 10.6% 

Often 52 32.3% 

Sometimes 66 41.0% 

Rarely 19 11.8% 

Never 7 4.3% 

Total 161 100% 

Table 29: Activist Consumer Variable Frequencies (“Do you consider whether you agree 

with a company’s practices when you buy things?”) 
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APPENDIX E 

Information on Calculations Used for In Text Charts and Graphs 

Living Wage Calculation: 

The living wage for 1983, 1990, 2000, and 2010 was calculated using the formula 

developed by the Universal Living Wage Campaign, a non-profit organization dedicated 

to replacing the federal minimum wage with location-specific living wages based on the 

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development’s (HUD) Fair Market Rents 

(FMR). According to HUD, “The FMR is the 40th percentile of gross rents for typical, 

non-substandard rental units occupied by recent movers in a local housing market.”  

Universal Living Wage Campaign bases their formula off the FMR to reflect their belief 

that any person working full-time should be able to afford basic housing 

The Universal Living Wage Campaign explains,  

 

“[Our formula] is based on the premise that if a person works 40 hours a week, 

then he/she should be able to afford basic housing. We use two existing Federal 

guidelines to determine what the Universal Living Wage should be. The first 

guideline (a HUD standard also used by banking institutions across America) 

dictates that no more than 30% of a person's gross monthly income should be 

spent on housing. The second guideline, the Fair Market Rents (FMRs) are 

established by HUD throughout the country for each municipality and all other 

areas. Therefore, the Universal Living Wage will vary per area in accordance with 

the FMR. FMRs are based on gross rent estimates which include shelter, rent and 

the cost of utilities except telephone service.”  

The formula used to calculate the living wage for each year is: 

 

Total Gross Monthly Income of $(A)_____ X 12 months = $(B)_____ 

$(B)_____ divided by 2080 hours/year  = (C) $_____ /hour 

 

(A) Total Gross Monthly Income equals the HUD Fair Market Rent for that 

year divided by .3, representing the 30% of a person’s gross monthly 

income available to spend on housing costs.  
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(B) Total Gross Monthly Income is then multiplied by 12 to calculate annual 

income available for housing costs and divided by 2080, the number of 

work hours a year. The figure 2080 is based on 40 hours/week, at 4.33 

weeks/month, 12 months out of the year. (Universal Living Campaign, 

n.d.) 

A living wage was calculated for 1983, rather than 1980, because it is the earliest 

year for which HUD Fair Market Rents are available. The HUD Fair Market Rents, 

which are calculated at the county level, represent those from Travis, Williamson, and 

Hays counties. Parts of the city of Austin are located in each of these counties. HUD 

FMRs for one bedroom units were used, based on the belief that individuals should be 

able to afford at least a one bedroom apartment to provide shelter, regardless of family 

size.  

Infographic: 

All construction industry data obtained from the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) 

and the U.S. Census Bureau was based on the 2007 North American Industry 

Classification System (NAICS) for “Construction” (NAICS code 23).  

According to the BLS: 

 

“The construction sector is part of the goods-producing industries supersector 

group. The construction sector comprises establishments primarily engaged in the 

construction of buildings or engineering projects (e.g., highways and utility 

systems). Establishments primarily engaged in the preparation of sites for new 

construction and establishments primarily engaged in subdividing land for sale as 

building sites also are included in this sector. Construction work done may 

include new work, additions, alterations, or maintenance and repairs. Activities of 

these establishments generally are managed at a fixed place of business, but they 

usually perform construction activities at multiple project sites. Production 

responsibilities for establishments in this sector are usually specified in (1) 

contracts with the owners of construction projects (prime contracts) or (2) 

contracts with other construction establishments (subcontracts).” (BLS, n.d.) 
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NAICS data was chosen over Standard Occupational Classification (SOC) data because 

SOC data for “construction” includes extraction occupations, which include drillers for 

oil, gas, and mining and explosives workers, to name a few.  

 

Demographic Data: 

Demographic data for downtown Austin was obtained from the U.S. Census 

Bureau at the census tract level. The boundaries of downtown Austin, as defined by the 

Downtown Austin Plan, include portions of Census Tracts 7, 11, 12, and 16.05. Census 

Tract 16.05 was omitted due to the small size of the portion included in the boundaries of 

downtown and the fact that it consists only of commercial units. Demographic 

percentages for gender, race, age, educational attainment, and income reported for the 

downtown area are the mean of Census tracts 7, 11, and 12. For household size, the mean 

of all three tracts for owner-occupied housing and the mean of all three tracts for renter-

occupied housing were averaged together to obtain a single figure that represents 

household size for the downtown area. 
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APPENDIX F 

Contributions to Research 

The data for this report was collected and analyzed by a research team working 

for WDP. Much of the information and data contained in this report will appear in the 

WDP publication, Green Jobs for Downtown Austin, in early 2013. As a research 

assistant, I was responsible for collecting data regarding the characteristics of mixed-use 

buildings, hotels, and downtown residents. I was also solely responsible for recruiting 

mixed-use buildings to participate in the study and helped recruit three of the hotels 

included in the study. As part of the research team, I helped to draft survey questions and 

provided feedback. I was also solely responsible for formatting the survey. Surveys were 

piloted and distributed as a team and survey responses were recorded by two other 

researchers. Chi-square tests were run by the lead researcher Jen Scott. 
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APPENDIX G 

WDP Permission to Use Data 
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