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NATIONAL YEAR END 2011
CONSTRUCTION VALUE RANKINGS

Ranked by Dollar Value

Ranked by Dollar Value

The following table ranks total building activity across Canada

The following table ranks total building activity across Canada

Rank Municipality Construction Value ('000s) Rank |Municipality Construction Value ('000s)|
1. Toronto, C 6,909,286 1. Calgary, CY 732,390
2. Calgary, CY 4,516,986 2. Vaughan, CY 257,161
3. Montréal, V 3,193,952, 3. Toronto, C 232,506
4. Edmonton, CY 2,696,679, 4. Cambridge, CY 132,935
5. Ottawa, CV 1,746,377 5. Mississauga, CY 116,097
6. Brampton, CY 1,602,947 6. Montréal, V 91,066
7. Vancouver, CY 1,565,894 7. Waterloo, CY 63,591
8. Surrey, CY 1,207,241 8. London, CY 54,387,
9. Vaughan, CY 1,034,775 9. Québec, V 52,812
10. Markham, T 1,006,789 10. Kitchener, CY 52,314

17. Brampton, CY 37,300

Ranked by Dollar Value

Ranked by Dollar Value

The following table ranks total building activity across Canada

The following table ranks total building activity across Canada

Rank |Municipality Construction Value ('000s) Rank [Municipality Construction Value ('000s)
1. Toronto, C 1,566,220 1. Toronto, C 1,869,075
2. Calgary, CY 1,260,628| 2. London, CY 398,861
3. Montréal, V 1,161,915 3. Montréal, V 359,254
4. Edmonton, CY 752,158 4. Calgary, CY 236,265
5. Ottawa, CV 535,487 5. Kitchener, CY 202,328
6. Surrey, CY 346,186 6. Ottawa, CV 192,100
7. Vancouver, CY 308,158 7. Surrey, CY 188,526
8. Québec, V 273,751 8. Hamilton, C 141,004
9. Saskatoon, CY 263,833| 9. Central Elgin, MU 139,476
10. Terrebonne, V 234,973| 10. Vancouver, CY 126,818
18. Brampton, CY 151,226 14. Brampton, CY 111,367

Ranked by Dollar Value

Ranked by Dollar Value

The following table ranks total building activity across Canada

The following table ranks total building activity across Canada

Rank [Municipality Construction Value ('000s) Rank |Municipality Construction Value ('000s)
1. Toronto, C 3,667,801 1. Toronto, C 3,241,485
2. Calgary, CY 2,229,283 2. Calgary, CY 2,287,703
3. Montréal, V 1,612,235 3. Edmonton, CY 1,780,128
4, Edmonton, CY 916,551 4, Montréal, V 1,581,717
5. Ottawa, CV 745,340 5. Brampton, CY 1,303,054
6. London, CY 644,473 6. Vancouver, CY 1,121,137
7. Surrey, CY 542,676 7. Ottawa, CV 1,001,037
8. Vancouver, CY 444,757 8. Markham, T 751,122
9. Vaughan, CY 416,794 9. Surrey, CY 664,565
10. Mississauga, CY 405,329 10. Winnipeg, CY 642,429
15. Brampton, CY 299,893

The following table ranks total residential activity across Canada

Rank Municipality # of Residential Units|
1. Toronto, C 12,518
2. Montréal, V 10,240
3. Calgary, CY 9,885
4, Edmonton, CY 7,233
5. Ottawa, CV 6,184
6. Vancouver, CY 4,613
7. Brampton, CY 3,775
8. Québec, V 3,714
9. Winnipeg, CY 3,607
10. Surrey, CY 3,324
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TORONTO CMA YEAR END 2011
CONSTRUCTION VALUE RANKINGS
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TORONTO CMA YEAR END 2011
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TORONTO CMA YEAR END 2011
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 6,909,286 1. Vaughan, CY 257,161
2. Brampton, CY 1,602,947, 2. Toronto, C 232,506
3. Vaughan, CY 1,034,775 3. Mississauga, CY 116,097
4. Markham, T 1,006,789 4. Caledon, T 49,193
5. Mississauga, CY 775,420 5. Brampton, CY 37,300
6. Oakville, T 475,560 6. Oakville, T 16,866
7. Milton, T 327,242, 7. Milton, T 9,844
8. Richmond Hill, T 301,247 8. Richmond Hill, T 8,155
9. Ajax, T 276,140 9. Aurora, T 6,926
10. Caledon, T 265,259 10. Markham, T 6,306

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 1,566,220 1. Toronto, C 1,869,075
2. Mississauga, CY 199,455 2. Brampton, CY 111,367
3. Markham, T 190,847 3. Mississauga, CY 89,777,
4, Brampton, CY 151,226 4, Vaughan, CY 64,028
5. Vaughan, CY 95,605 5. Markham, T 58,514
6. Oakville, T 77,215 6. Oakville, T 38,258
7. Ajax, T 56,041 7. Richmond Hill, T 28,982
8. Pickering, CY 34,328] 8. Ajax, T 21,103}
9. East Gwillimbury, T 33,971 9. Newmarket, T 20,256
10. Newmarket, T 25,524 10. King, TP 16,985

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 3,667,801 1. Toronto, C 3,241,485
2. Vaughan, CY 416,794 2. Brampton, CY 1,303,054
3. Mississauga, CY 405,329 3. Markham, T 751,122
4. Brampton, CY 299,893 4. Vaughan, CY 617,981
5. Markham, T 255,667 5. Mississauga, CY 370,091
6. Oakville, T 132,339 6. Oakville, T 343,221
7. Ajax, T 77,457 7. Milton, T 298,409
8. Caledon, T 75,965 8. Richmond Hill, T 239,813
9. Richmond Hill, T 61,434 9. Ajax, T 198,683|
10. Newmarket, T 51,082 10. Caledon, T 189,294

The following table ranks total residential activity across Toronto CMA

Rank Municipality # of Residential Units
1. Toronto, C 12,518
2. Brampton, CY 3,775
3. Markham, T 3,197
4, Mississauga, CY 2,294
5. Vaughan, CY 2,057,
6. Milton, T 1,899
7. Richmond Hill, T 1,205
8. Oakville, T 898
9. Ajax, T 750
10. Caledon, T 717
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REGION OF PEEL MID-YEAR 2011
CONSTRUCTION VALUE RANKINGS
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Source: Statistics Canada, Catalogue no. 64-001-XIE, Dec 2011
Compiled by the Brampton Economic Development Office 7



