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append      i x  1 :  su  r vey    methodology         

Sample Composition
Invitations to the AIA 2011 Compen-
sation Survey were extended to 8,440 
uniquely addressable  emailable ar-
chitecture establishments (i.e., single 
locations of what might be multiple-
location firms), developed from three 
lists supplied by AIA:  its Human 
Resources Large Firm Roundtable 
participants, its “firm leaders”, and 
respondents to the 2008 Compensa-
tion Survey.  In addition, open invi-
tations to complete the survey were 
published/broadcast by AIA and its 
component organizations through a 
variety of means.

Data Collection
Survey instrument content was de-
veloped collaboratively by AIA and 
Readex Research, working from the 
instrument used in 2008 and incor-
porating suggestions solicited from 
the Human Resources Large Firm 
Roundtable and other leaders in the 
profession.   Development of the sur-
vey web site, data collection, data 
processing, and tabulation were han-
dled by Readex Research.

On January 19, 2011, Readex 
broadcast initial email requests (in 
the name of AIA’s president) to all 
sample members, inviting them to 
participate in the survey by visiting 
the access-controlled web site host-
ed by Readex Research.  429 of the 
email addresses (or 5% of the total) 
bounced back undeliverable, leaving 
a net effective email list of 8,011.

On January 27, reminder emails 
were sent to the sample members 
who had not yet responded.  Three 
additional reminders to non respon-
dents not in the Large Firm Roundta-
ble segment were deployed between 
February 4, and March 1.  AIA con-
tacted members of the Large Firm 
Roundtable directly, encouraging 
their participation.

The leaders of AIA’s various 
component organizations (local and 
regional chapters) also assisted in 
prompting local members to par-
ticipate, as did the leadership of the 
Human Resources Large Firm Round-
table.

The survey was closed for pro-
cessing and tabulation on March 14, 
2011.  A total of 1,223 unique firms 
responded and passed the screener 
for having at least one office with 
more than 2 architecture employees 
as defined in question 1 of the survey.  
These 1,223 unique firms reported on 
a total of 1,484 establishments, for a 
19% response rate based on the net ef-
fective email list of 8,011. Survey data 
were edited and cleaned; compensa-
tion data were screened for outliers 
and trimmed (top and bottom 1% of 
distribution) to enhance reliability.

All survey results are broken out 
by establishment size (total number 
of employees) and location (AIA re-
gion).  Compensation data is report-
ed nationally, by establishment size, 
by region, and by state and metro 
area where response was sufficient 
for meaningful statistical calculation.  
To preserve participant confidential-
ity and enhance reliability, no statis-
tics are shown in cases where fewer 
than five establishments reported. 
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E X H I B I T  A . 1 Size Distribution of Responding Offices by Region
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E X H I B I T  A . 2 Firm Type Distribution of Responding Offices by Office Size
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