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NATIONAL 2011-Q3
CONSTRUCTION VALUE RANKINGS

Ranked by Dollar Value

Ranked by Dollar Value

The following table ranks total building activity across Toronto CMA

The following table ranks total building activity across Toronto CMA

Rank Municipality Construction Value ('000s) Rank |Municipality Construction Value ('000s)
1. Toronto, C 4,822,323 1. Calgary, CY 701,197
2. Calgary, CY 3,452,755 2. Vaughan, CY 244,010
3. Montréal, V 2,486,284 3. Cambridge, CY 116,691
4, Edmonton, CY 2,029,930 4, Mississauga, CY 100,007
5. Ottawa, CV 1,250,096 5. Toronto, C 91,831
6. Vancouver, CY 1,148,429 6. Montréal, V 57,842
7. Brampton, CY 1,095,726 7. Kitchener, CY 51,471
8. Surrey, CY 857,358 8. Caledon, T 47,901
9, Vaughan, CY 839,989 9. Langley, DM 34,363
10. Markham, T 796,298| 10. Windsor, CY 32,899

19. Brampton, CY 20,221

Ranked by Dollar Value

Ranked by Dollar Value

The following table ranks total building activity across Toronto CMA

The following table ranks total building activity across Toronto CMA

Rank |Municipality Construction Value ('000s) Rank [Municipality Construction Value ('000s)
1. Toronto, C 1,149,412 1. Toronto, C 1,461,025
2. Montréal, V 929,774 2. Montréal, V 266,372
3. Calgary, CY 874,175 3. London, CY 226,681
4, Edmonton, CY 592,060 4. Kitchener, CY 199,120
5. Ottawa, CV 383,863] 5. Calgary, CY 152,953
6. Surrey, CY 264,437 6. Central Elgin, MU 139,476
7. Terrebonne, V 230,591 7. Hamilton, C 133,917
8. Vancouver, CY 226,185 8. Ottawa, CV 120,395
9. Québec, V 213,959 9. Edmonton, CY 96,576
10. Saskatoon, CY 190,506 10. Vancouver, CY 90,342
18. Brampton, CY 115,417 13. Brampton, CY 64,052

Ranked by Dollar Value

Ranked by Dollar Value

The following table ranks total building activity across Toronto CMA

The following table ranks total building activity across Toronto CMA

Rank [Municipality Construction Value ('000s) Rank [Municipality Construction Value ('000s)
1. Toronto, C 2,702,268| 1. Toronto, C 2,120,055
2. Calgary, CY 1,728,325 2. Calgary, CY 1,724,430)
3. Montréal, V 1,253,988] 3. Edmonton, CY 1,312,894
4, Edmonton, CY 717,036 4, Montréal, V 1,232,296
5. Ottawa, CV 514,495 5. Brampton, CY 896,036
6. Vaughan, CY 383,316 6. Vancouver, CY 828,424
7. Surrey, CY 344,377, 7. Ottawa, CV 735,601
8. London, CY 336,713 8. Markham, T 600,883
9. Kitchener, CY 327,307, 9. Surrey, CY 512,981
10. Vancouver, CY 320,005 10. Winnipeg, CY 506,893
19. Brampton, CY 199,690

The following table ranks total residential activity across Toronto CMA

Rank Municipality # of Residential Units|
1. Montréal, V 8,162
2. Toronto, C 7,704
3. Calgary, CY 7,651
4, Edmonton, CY 5,026
5. Ottawa, CV 4,460
6. Vancouver, CY 3,480
7. Québec, V 2,919
8. Winnipeg, CY 2,686
9. Brampton, CY 2,678
10. Surrey, CY 2,585
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TORONTO CMA 2011-Q3
CONSTRUCTION VALUE RANKINGS
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TORONTO CMA 2011-Q3
CONSTRUCTION VALUE RANKINGS

Ranked by Dollar Value

Ranked by Dollar Value

The following table ranks total building activity across Toronto CMA

The following table ranks total building activity across Toronto CMA

Rank Municipality Construction Value ('000s) Rank |Municipality Construction Value ('000s)
1. Toronto, C 4,822,323 1. Vaughan, CY 244,010
2. Brampton, CY 1,095,726 2. Mississauga, CY 100,007
3. Vaughan, CY 839,989 3. Toronto, C 91,831
4, Markham, T 796,298 4, Caledon, T 47,901,
5. Mississauga, CY 658,736 5. Brampton, CY 20,221}
6. Oakville, T 386,672 6. Oakville, T 13,692
7. Milton, T 233,416 7. Milton, T 7,570
8. Ajax, T 232,051 8. Richmond Hill, T 6,613
9, Caledon, T 201,158] 9. Newmarket, T 5,302
10. Richmond Hill, T 195,672 10. Markham, T 3,690

Ranked by Dollar Value

Ranked by Dollar Value

The following table ranks total building activity across Toronto CMA

The following table ranks total building activity across Toronto CMA

Rank |Municipality Construction Value ('000s) Rank [Municipality Construction Value ('000s)
1. Toronto, C 1,149,412 1. Toronto, C 1,461,025
2. Markham, T 145,520 2. Mississauga, CY 77,314
3. Mississauga, CY 138,648] 3. Brampton, CY 64,052
4. Brampton, CY 115,417 4, Vaughan, CY 52,354
5. Vaughan, CY 86,952 5. Markham, T 46,205
6. Ajax, T 48,019 6. Oakville, T 35,045
7. Oakville, T 44,540 7. Richmond Hill, T 27,867,
8. Uxbridge, TP 24,031 8. Ajax, T 19,9944
9. Richmond Hill, T 19,225 9. Halton Hills, T 13,872
10. Newmarket, T 17,070 10. Aurora, T 10,795

Ranked by Dollar Value Ranked by Dollar Value
The following table ranks total building activity across Toronto CMA The following table ranks total building activity across Toronto CMA

Rank [Municipality Construction Value ('000s) Rank |Municipality Construction Value ('000s)

1. Toronto, C 2,702,268 1. Toronto, C 2,120,055
2. Vaughan, CY 383,316 2. Brampton, CY 896,036
3. Mississauga, CY 315,969 3. Markham, T 600,883
4. Brampton, CY 199,690 4. Vaughan, CY 456,673
5. Markham, T 195,415 5. Mississauga, CY 342,767
6. Oakville, T 93,277 6. Oakville, T 293,395
7. Caledon, T 71,564 7. Milton, T 210,084
8. Ajax, T 68,232 8. Ajax, T 163,819
9. Richmond Hill, T 53,705 9. Richmond Hill, T 141,967

10. Aurora, T 27,746 10. Caledon, T 129,594

The following table ranks total residential activity across Toronto CMA

Rank Municipality # of Residential Units
1. Toronto, C 7,704
2. Brampton, CY 2,678
3. Markham, T 2,340
4, Mississauga, CY 2,256
5. Milton, T 1,360
6. Vaughan, CY 1,265
7. Oakville, T 810
8. Richmond Hill, T 689
9. Ajax, T 628
10. Caledon, T 476
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REGION OF PEEL 2011-Q3
CONSTRUCTION VALUE RANKINGS
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Source: Statistics Canada, Catalogue no. 64-001-XIE, Sept 2011
Compiled by the Brampton Economic Development Office Page 7



