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The State of Asset 
Management in Canada is....

Evolving.  
Much progress has been 
made over the last 5 years 
however; many are still 
navigating the complexities 
of maturing their Asset 
Management practices and 
are exploring how they will 
achieve this.
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CONTEXT & DEMOGRAPHICS



Asset 
Management 

Practices
Maturity Technology Training Challenges Trends

Survey Purpose 

Designed to understand the state of asset management in Canada, 
collecting input from individuals and organizations which own and 
maintain physical assets which supports the delivery of services 
and products to customers and communities across the country



NWT

(1%)

YK

(1%)

SK

(8%)

QC

(4%)

ON

(33%)

NS

(4%)

NL

(1%)

NB

(3%)

MB

(7%)

BC

(14%)
AB

(24%)

Regional Participation

Notes

1) Survey was only available in English

2) No responses were received from Nunavut and Prince Edward Island

234
Responses

Received

30
Responses

from BC

BC

(14%)



Respondent Profile

Maintenance 

& Reliability

(66%)

Capital Planning

(53%)

Planning

(47%)

Operations

(47%)

Capital 

Execution

(19%)

Finance

(26%)

Purchasing

(19%)

HR

(8%)

Other

Experience Lifecycle Areas Supported

34%

26%

18%

10%

13%

11 - 20 yrs

Fewer than 2 yrs

More than

20 yrs

6 - 10 yrs

67%
Members of AM

Prof. Organization

3 - 5 yrs



Current Role in Organization

Other

Trades

Superintendent / Team Lead

Specialist

Planner / Scheduler

Manager / Supervisor

Executive Leadership

Engineer / Technologist

Coordinator

Analyst

Fewer than

3 year

3 - 5

years

6 - 10

years

11 - 20

years

More than

20 years

5

10

15

20

25

30

# of responses



Sector Type

Private
(3

2
%

)

Public
(6

3%
)

Municipal

(47%)

Regional (5%)Provincial/Territorial (6%)

Not Government (3%)

Federal (4%)

Other (2%)

Indigenous (1%)

Not-for-profit (2%)

40%
are within public

administration1

Notes

1) 67% of public sector respondents work in public 

administration area
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(47%)

Regional (5%)
Provincial/Territorial 

(6%)

Not Government 

(3%)

Federal (4%)

Other (2%)

Indigenous (1%)

Not-for-profit (2%)

40%
are within public

administration1

Private
(2

4
%

)

Publ
ic

(6
9
%

)

14%
responses 

from BC

Municipal

(41%)

Federal (7%)Regional (10%)

Provincial (3%)

Not Government (7%)

Indigenous (7%)

Sector Type
British Columbia



Asset Management Structure

5%

10%

13%

30%

42%

Not sure 

National BC

Centralized
asset management is a centralized function, 
coordinated across the organization

Hybrid
a mix of centralized coordination and 
department-level asset management

Decentralized
each department or service area manages 
asset management independently

Ad-hoc no formal structure; practices vary across org.4%

24%

20%

48%

4%



Asset Management Structure by Organization Type

Ad-hoc Decentralized Hybrid CentralizedNot sureAsset Management Structure:

Private Sector

Public Sector

o Local / Municipal

o Regional

o Provincial / Territorial

o Federal

o Not Government

National

BC

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%



RESPONSES & INSIGHTS



Not Sure Not

Started

Just

Started

Partially

Complete

Well

Progressed

Complete

o Assessing & managing risk

o Creating a consolidated asset register

o Using asset data & information for 

decision-making

o Integrating lifecycle costing into financial 

planning

o Inspecting & monitoring asset conditions

o Improving asset data & information to 

enable decision-making

o Implementing proactive maintenance 

program

32%

35%

30%

37%

37%

31%

29%

Progress in Areas of AM Practice



Maturity 

Yes

(55%)No

(30%)

Not Sure

(15%)

Does your 

organization 

measure its 

AM maturity?

FCM Asset Management 

Readiness Scale

(50%)

IAM Self-Assessment 

Methodology (SAM+)

(32%)

Other

(25%)

AMBC

AssetSmart

(9%)

IPWEA IIMM

Index

(9%)

Asset Management 

Maturity Assessment 

Methodology / Framework



Maturity Profile

Notes

1) Distributions of maturity levels are normalized by number of responses in each organizational type category.

Established established asset management processes 

integrated into organizational practices

Developing developing structured processes and tools; 

implementation is underway

Optimized asset management is fully embedded, continuously 

improved, & drives decision-making

Exploring exploring asset management practices; some 

informal processes emerging

Aware initial awareness of asset management concepts; 

no formal processes in place

Not sure information is not available 

Public SectorPrivate SectorAll Respondents

57% 66%

38%



Maturity Profile – Regional Variation

Notes

1) Distributions of maturity levels are normalized by number of responses from each region.

Established

Developing

Optimized

Exploring

Aware

Not sure 

AlbertaOntarioAll Respondents British Columbia

56% 53%56%57%



Internal Drivers & External Factors Impacting Practice

Improved decision-making and cost-efficiency

Regulatory compliance

Risk mitigation

Stakeholder/public expectation

Other

Economic factors (e.g. funding)

Legislative and regulatory requirements

Public expectations/stakeholder input

Other

Technological advancements

Aware Exploring Developing Established OptimizedNot sureMaturity Level:
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x
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F

a
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Infrastructure funding requirements

Environmental sustainability/climate change

All Respondents

56%

51%

47%

46%

31%

5%

63%

57%

47%

42%

32%

3%

10% 40%30%20%



Objectives Alignment & Performance Metrics

Integrated

Established

Developing

Early stage

Not established
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n
c
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Fully aligned

Mostly aligned

Partially aligned

Minimally aligned

Not sure

Not alignedA
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g
n

m
e

n
t 

w
it
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O
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n
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Aware Exploring Developing Established OptimizedNot sureMaturity Level:

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Notes

indicates percentage of 

responses for the measure 

at each organizational 

maturity level

Degree of alignment



Asset Management Systems & Tools

Spreadsheets

Computerized Maintenance Mgmt. System (CMMS)

GIS-Based Asset Management Tools

Enterprise Asset Management System (EAM)

Other

Custom-Built Systems

Do Not Use Software

Notes

1) Systems arranged in descending order by % of respondents

Aware Exploring Developing EstablishedNot sureMaturity Level:

20% 30%10%

54%

50%

38%

31%

22%

8%

1%

All

Respondents

Usage normalized at each maturity level



Integration of AM Systems with Other Enterprise Systems

Aware Exploring Developing EstablishedNot sureMaturity Level:

All

Respondents

Partially Integrated 42%

Minimal Integration 33%

Not Integrated 17%

Fully Integrated 8%

Optimized

Responses normalized at each maturity level

20% 40% 60% 80% 100%



Adoption of Emerging Technologies

Not currently

considering

Exploring /

evaluating

Planned for

implementation

In limited

use

Extensively

used

Artificial Intelligence (Al) & Machine Learning (ML)

Augmented Reality (AR) & Virtual Reality (VR)

Robotic Process Automation (RPA)

Reality capture / scanning

Predictive analytics for planning & maintenance management

Mobile asset management apps / tools

Internet of Things (IoT) & smart sensors

Drones / UAVs for inspection & data collection

Digital twins & 3D modelling (incl. BIM)

Blockchain

39%

78%

87%

52%

31%

42%

39%

29%

64%

79%



Barriers to Adopting New Technology

Cost/budget limitations

Lack of staff expertise

Silos preventing coordination

Resistance to organizational change

Security/data privacy concerns

Compatibility with existing systems

Other

Notes

1) Barriers arranged in descending order by % of respondents

Relative importance at each maturity level

20% 30%10%

60%

53%

48%

47%

42%

33%

9%

All

Respondents

Aware Exploring Developing EstablishedNot sureMaturity Level: Optimized



Training & Capacity Building

Conferences & 

Workshops

(39%)

Internal Training

(38%)

Courses & 

Programs

(38%)

Mentoring & 

Coaching

(31%)

Certifications

(29%)

Webinars

(29%)

Other

(14%)

24%
average % of  

staff trained

73%
looking for 

more training



Training Knowledge Areas

Maintenance 

Management & 

Planning

(41%)

Risk Management

(29%)

Assessment & 

Inspection

(26%)

Lifecycle Costing

(25%)

Regulatory 

Compliance

(25%)

Reliability 

Engineering

(24%)

Data 

Management

(23%)

Decision Making

(23%)

Policy & 

Governance

(22%)

Service & 

Performance 

Management

(21%) Financial 

Analysis

(21%)

Other

(12%)



Challenges in Achieving Asset Management Objectives

Skills and knowledge gap

Aging infrastructure

Lack of senior leadership awareness

Regulatory compliance

Silos preventing coordination

Data availability/quality issues

Lack of an asset management system

Climate adaptation and sustainability

Integration of new technologies

Skilled workforce shortage

Lack of funding/resources

Extremely challenging

Very challenging

Moderately challenging

Minor challenge

Not a challenge

18% 25% 27%

7% 39%

27% 28% 28%

24% 28% 36%

16% 18% 24%

11% 19% 39%

28%18% 33%

18% 30% 38%

32% 26% 29%

22% 42% 30%

34% 32% 23%



Addressing Challenges – What’s Worked

Not effective

Moderately effective

Very effective

Extremely effective

Staff training

Improved data collection & analysis

Secured additional funding & resources

Collaborated with external partners

Adopted an asset management standard & framework

Implemented new technology

14%

10%

7%

11%

9%

38%34%19%

29%17%7%

40%26%15%

41%29%11%

36%26%9%

38%26%5%



Addressing Challenges – The Needs

Professional development, including training

Knowledge sharing/networking opportunities

Access to funding, internal and external

Enhanced senior management awareness

Clearer regulations and guidance

New or improved asset management technology

Other

Notes

1) Needs are arranged in descending order by % of respondents

Aware Exploring Developing EstablishedNot sureMaturity Level:

30%

27%

26%

24%

21%

15%

2%

40% 60%20% 80%

Degree of alignment

All

Respondents



Overall Progress Over Last Five Years

Notes

1) ~2% of respondents did not report their progress

No Progress

Minimal Progress

Moderate Progress

Significant & Transformational Progress

4% 25% 51% 20%All Respondents

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

4% 24% 50% 22%Ontario (33%)

9% 27% 47% 18%Alberta (24%)

17% 75% 8%Manitoba (7%)

13% 53% 33%Saskatchewan (8%)

37% 48% 15%British Columbia (14%)

71% made some progress over last 5 years

63% made some progress over last 5 years



Best Practices Contribution to Overall Progress

No

Progress

Minimal

Progress

Moderate

Progress

Significant &

Transformational

Progress

Implement foundational asset management practices

Align asset management activities with corporate objectives

Establish, monitor and update performance metrics

Assess and monitoring practice maturity and progress

Implement, utilize, and improve technology to aid decision-making

Invest in staff training and knowledge

Invest in continuous process improvement

Best Practice Area

52%25% 19%

4%

10%

30%

40%

50%

60%

20%



Asset Management Focus for 2025

Data-driven asset condition 

assessment

(44%)

Asset management capacity 

building / training

(42%)

Levels of service 

definition & monitoring

(36%)

Risk-based 

decision-making

(35%)

Technological 

Innovation

(21%)

Regulatory 

Compliance

(12%)

Public 

Engagement

(12%)

Integration 

of Climate 

Resilience

(11%)

Other

(6%)



Available soon

Pre-order Your Copy Today!

The State of Asset Management In Canada Report



Kamorudeen Abass, MMP (PEMAC): General Supervisor, 
Maintenance - EVR: A Glencore Company

Nigel D’Souza, P.Eng., CAMA, PMP (PEMAC): Manager of 
Facilities Services - Simcoe Muskoka Catholic District 

School Board

Sean Jackson, PMP, C-Tech (CNAM): Advisor, Asset 
Management, Corporate Service - Regional Municipality 

of Wood Buffalo

Robert Lash, CAMP (PEMAC): Supervisor Corporate Asset 
Management Finance Department - the Town of Caledon

Jeffery Little (CNAM): Project Manager, Nova Scotia -  
Department of Municipal Affairs

Ali Nayeri, P.Eng. (CNAM): Manager, Infrastructure 
Planning & Analytics - City of North Vancouver

Shakar Sharma (CNAM): Manager, Asset Data & Integrity 
-  Vancouver Airport Authority

Richard Stamper (PEMAC): Business Development 
Associate - PEMAC

Wayne Weidner, MMP, CAMA, CAMP (PEMAC): Asset 
Management Specialist - Prince Rupert Port Authority

Project Team



Questions & Comments
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