
Operational systems 
through conclusion

August 2026



Contents

2  © Twinnedit 2026

Operational Systems Were Never Designed  
to Create Organisational Understanding ........................................................................................................... 3

Digital Twins Are a Means, Not the Destination	 ........................................................................................... 6

Why Good Decisions Rarely Happen by Accident ...................................................................................... 9

Understanding Becomes a Strategic Capability ......................................................................................... 11

Conclusion ......................................................................................................................................................................................... 13



Operational Systems Were 
Never Designed to Create 
Organisational Understanding

3  © Twinnedit 2026

Most organisations responsible for places have accumulated operational systems over 
many years, often decades. New responsibilities create new software. New regulations 
introduce new compliance platforms. Departments adopt specialist applications to solve 
specialist problems. Finance teams, facilities managers, building safety professionals, 
project teams, housing officers and maintenance contractors all develop ways of 
working that help them perform their own responsibilities more effectively.

This is not a sign of organisational failure. It is exactly what should happen.

Specialist systems exist because specialist disciplines require specialist tools. A Building Management System is designed to control the performance 
of a building. A Computer-Aided Facilities Management system manages planned and reactive maintenance. Building Information Modelling captures 
design intent and asset information. Housing Management Systems support resident services, while finance platforms, procurement systems, document 
repositories and compliance applications each perform their own important function.

None of these systems is attempting to solve the same problem Each has been designed to help a particular team perform a particular role.

The difficulty begins when organisations expect those same systems to answer questions they were never designed to answer.

Residents want confidence that their homes are being 
managed responsibly, not access to confidential 
contractor discussions or commercially sensitive 
information.

A Board does not want to know whether every individual 
maintenance task has been completed. It wants confidence 
that the estate is becoming safer, more resilient and better 
managed.

A regulator is not interested in navigating half a dozen 
operational systems. It wants evidence that statutory 
responsibilities are understood and being discharged 
appropriately.

Fire and Rescue Services attending an incident do not need 
unrestricted access to maintenance histories, financial records or 
procurement information. They need immediate access to accurate 
operational intelligence that supports safe decision-making during an 
emergency.
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Each stakeholder is asking a different question.

Yet they are all asking about exactly the same place.

This is where many digital transformation programmes 
begin to lose their way.

The conversation quickly becomes one of integration

How do we connect 
the systems?

How do we move 
the data?

How do we 
eliminate silos?

These are important questions, but they are not the most important question. The more fundamental question is this: 

That is a very different challenge.

Connecting systems is largely a technical exercise.

Creating organisational understanding is a governance exercise.

To illustrate the difference, imagine a high-rise residential building.

The compliance platform confirms that fire door inspections have been 
completed.

The maintenance system shows that replacement works have been 
instructed.

The finance system records that funding has been approved.

The project management system indicates that completion has slipped by 
six weeks.

The resident engagement platform contains complaints about doors failing 
to close properly.

The Building Management System reports increased smoke control testing.

Every system contains information that is accurate.

Every department believes it understands its own part of the story.

How do we create a shared understanding of a place from 
information that was never designed to be viewed together?

Is the building becoming safer or less safe?

The information exists.

The understanding does not.

This distinction sits at the heart of both the Golden Thread and ISO 19650. 
Neither argues that organisations should abandon specialist operational 
systems in favour of one enormous application. In fact, both recognise 

that multiple systems will almost always continue to exist. What matters 
is whether the information remains trustworthy, governed, accessible and 
capable of supporting informed decisions throughout the lifecycle of the 
asset.
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This is why Twinnedit's concept of The Understanding Layer is fundamentally different from another integration platform.

Its purpose is not simply to connect software.

Its purpose is to connect meaning.

It creates a trusted operational picture by bringing together the information 
that matters while preserving the relationships between assets, people, 
activities, risks and decisions. It understands that the same underlying 
information must often be presented very differently depending upon 
who needs it, why they need it and what decisions they are responsible for 
making.

 

That distinction becomes particularly important when information leaves 
the organisation.

Most operational systems were never designed to communicate safely with 
external stakeholders. They contain commercially sensitive information, 
personal data, internal discussions, contractual records and operational 
detail that would be entirely inappropriate to expose more widely. Simply 
providing everyone with another login would not create transparency; it 
would create confusion, increase cyber risk and almost certainly undermine 
governance.

The challenge is therefore not one of access. It is one of interpretation.

Residents should see the information that helps them understand the safety 
of their home.

Contractors should see the information that enables them to complete work 
safely and effectively.

Emergency services should receive the operational intelligence they need 
when every minute matters.

Regulators should be able to see evidence that responsibilities are being 
managed appropriately

Boards should see the strategic picture that enables confident investment 
and governance decisions.

Everyone should be looking at the same reality.

Nobody should have to navigate the same systems.

That is the difference between sharing information and sharing 
understanding.

One distributes data.

The other creates confidence. 

The organisations that will lead the next generation of estate management 
will not be those with the most sophisticated collection of operational 
systems. Most already possess those. They will be the organisations that 
learn how to connect those systems into something much more valuable: a 
coherent, trusted understanding of the places they are responsible for.

Because once organisations stop asking how to connect software and start 
asking how to improve understanding, the conversation about Digital Twins 
changes completely.

The technology becomes far less interesting than the decisions it enables.

That sounds deceptively straightforward.

It is anything but.

Because information rarely moves through an organisation in a straight 
line. It is interpreted, summarised, filtered and repurposed as it passes 
from operational teams to managers, from managers to directors and 

from directors to Boards. By the time strategic decisions are made, the 
organisation is often looking at a highly condensed version of operational 
reality. Unless the relationships between information have been preserved, 
something important is almost always lost along the way.
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Digital Twins Are a Means, Not the 
Destination
For much of the past decade, the Digital Twin has been presented as the next major 
evolution in the management of buildings and infrastructure. Depending on who is 
describing it, it can appear to be a sophisticated three-dimensional model, a network 
of connected sensors, an advanced analytics platform or simply another stage in the 
evolution of Building Information Modelling. Each of those descriptions captures part of the 
picture. None of them fully explains why the concept has attracted so much attention.

The reason Digital Twins matter has very little to do with the technology itself.

It has everything to do with the quality of decisions that technology can 
support.

The National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST) defines a 
Digital Twin as a digital representation of a physical system that supports 
prediction, monitoring, optimisation and decision-making. That definition is 
revealing because it places the emphasis not on visualisation or software, 
but on outcomes. A Digital Twin has value only if it helps people understand 
something they could not understand before, anticipate something they 
could not previously anticipate or make a better decision than they would 

otherwise have made.

That perspective is reinforced by the Gemini Principles, developed through 
the UK's National Digital Twin Programme. They argue that Digital Twins 
should be built around purpose, trust and function. Purpose comes first for 
a simple reason. Organisations rarely benefit from creating technology for 
its own sake. They benefit when technology helps solve a real operational 
problem.

This may sound like a subtle distinction, but it changes the conversation 
completely.

Many organisations begin by asking

How do we implement a Digital Twin?

A more useful question is

What do we need to understand that we 
cannot understand today?

The answer may relate to building safety, operational resilience, investment 
planning, energy performance, compliance or the interaction between them 
all. Only once that question has been answered does it become possible 

to decide whether a Digital Twin is the right mechanism for improving 
understanding.
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A Digital Twin is one way of helping organisations create that understanding. 
It is not the understanding itself. 

This distinction becomes particularly important when considering asset 
information.

For many organisations, asset information has become something 
to collect. Registers grow longer, surveys become more detailed and 
operational systems accumulate increasing quantities of data. There is a 
natural assumption that more information must lead to better decisions.

Experience suggests otherwise.

The value of asset information lies not in its volume but in its ability to explain 
the current state of a place. Good asset information tells an organisation 

what an asset is, how it is configured, what condition it is in, how it is 
performing, what risks are associated with it, what statutory responsibilities 
apply and how those factors have changed over time. Crucially, it also 
preserves the context behind previous decisions, enabling future decision-
makers to understand not simply what happened, but why.

This is where Digital Twins begin to demonstrate their real value. 

The Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors (RICS) describes Digital Twin 
environments as bringing together static information, such as design and 
construction records, with dynamic operational information from asset 
management systems, Building Management Systems and the Internet of 
Things. That description is sometimes interpreted as an exercise in data 
aggregation. In reality, it is something much more useful.

The objective is not to gather information into one place. The objective is to connect it in ways that improve understanding.

Seen in that light, the Digital Twin becomes less like another operational 
system and more like an environment in which relationships become visible. 
Information that previously sat in isolation begins to explain something 
larger. Maintenance records can be understood alongside operational 
performance. Compliance information can be viewed within the wider 
context of risk. Design intent can be compared with operational reality. 
Individual decisions can be understood as part of the evolving history of a 
building rather than isolated events.

Infrastructure provides a particularly good example of this way of 
thinking. The Department for Transport, in its work on Integrated Network 
Management Digital Twins, did not begin by asking how to build more 
sophisticated models. Instead, it focused on practical questions: how 
to improve network capacity, coordinate maintenance, respond more 

effectively to incidents and understand increasingly complex transport 
systems as connected networks rather than isolated assets. The technology 
followed the operational need, not the other way around. 

The lesson extends well beyond transport.

Hospitals, universities, housing providers, commercial property owners 
and infrastructure operators all face the same underlying challenge. Their 
buildings and assets are becoming more connected, more regulated and 
more complex, while the number of people responsible for understanding 
them continues to grow. The technology that succeeds will not necessarily 
be the most sophisticated. It will be the technology that most effectively 
helps organisations develop and maintain a trusted understanding of 
places that never stop changing.

That is why Twinnedit consistently argues that Digital Twins are not the destination. Trusted understanding is.
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Technology should strengthen judgement.

It should never replace it

Ultimately, this returns us to the central 
theme running throughout this paper.

The purpose of a Digital Twin is not to create a better model of a building. 
It is to help people make better decisions about the real building standing 
outside their window.

And those decisions will always depend on something that no technology, 
however sophisticated, can provide on its own.

Good governance.

Professional judgement.

And the confidence that comes from knowing the organisation truly 
understands the place for which it is responsible.

Hospitals, universities, housing providers, commercial property owners 
and infrastructure operators all face the same underlying challenge. Their 
buildings and assets are becoming more connected, more regulated and 
more complex, while the number of people responsible for understanding 
them continues to grow. The technology that succeeds will not necessarily 

be the most sophisticated. It will be the technology that most effectively 
helps organisations develop and maintain a trusted understanding of 
places that never stop changing.

The lesson extends well beyond transport.

The lesson extends well beyond transport.
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Why Good Decisions 
Rarely Happen by Accident

Technology has transformed the way organisations collect, store and analyse 
information, but it has changed something else that receives far less attention. 
It has altered the way decisions are made. Boards now receive more reports, 
more dashboards and more performance indicators than at any point in history. 
Operational teams have access to richer information than previous generations 
could have imagined. Yet despite this abundance, genuinely difficult decisions 
remain just as difficult as they have always been.

Information has never made decisions. People do.

Technology has transformed the way organisations collect, store and 
analyse information, but it has changed something else that receives 
far less attention. It has altered the way decisions are made. Boards now 
receive more reports, more dashboards and more performance indicators 

than at any point in history. Operational teams have access to richer 
information than previous generations could have imagined. Yet despite this 
abundance, genuinely difficult decisions remain just as difficult as they have 
always been.

Technology can inform those decisions. It cannot make them.

This is one of the reasons the latest edition of ISO 55001, the international 
standard for asset management, places such strong emphasis on 
governance, organisational knowledge and decision-making. Asset 
management is often described as the management of physical assets, 
but that interpretation misses the point. The standard is fundamentally 
concerned with helping organisations make better decisions about assets 
throughout their lifecycle. The buildings matter, but the quality of judgement 
applied to those buildings matters even more. 

This is where governance is frequently misunderstood.

Many people associate governance with committees, approval processes 
and compliance reporting. In practice, good governance is something 
much simpler. It is the discipline of creating an environment in which good 
decisions are more likely to happen consistently, regardless of who happens 
to be making them.

That sounds straightforward. It rarely is.

Every organisation is shaped by human behaviour. Information is interpreted 
through experience, assumptions and individual judgement long before it 
reaches a Board report. Operational priorities compete for attention. Teams 
naturally optimise the objectives for which they are responsible. Budgets are 
constrained. Time is limited. Uncertainty is unavoidable. Decisions are often 
made under pressure with incomplete information because waiting for 
perfect certainty is rarely an option.

The Health and Safety Executive describes these influences collectively 
as human factors, recognising that organisational design, workload, 
communication, procedures and culture often have a greater impact 
on outcomes than the actions of any individual. This is an important 
observation because organisations frequently search for individual mistakes 
when something goes wrong, when the more revealing question is whether 
the system itself made that mistake more likely.
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More often, a series of entirely reasonable decisions gradually drift away 
from reality.  

One team assumes another has addressed a risk. Information is 
summarised until important context disappears. Reports continue to 

circulate long after the underlying conditions have changed. A known 
issue becomes accepted because it has existed for so long that nobody 
questions it any longer. Eventually the organisation finds itself surprised by 
circumstances that had, in truth, been developing for months or even years.

Major incidents rarely occur because one person deliberately made a poor decision.

An organisation can possess extensive information and still develop 
misplaced confidence if that information has never been challenged, 
connected or interpreted collectively. Equally, organisations with fewer 
systems but stronger governance often make better decisions because 
they have a clearer understanding of what they know, what they do not 
know and where uncertainty genuinely exists.

The Government’s AQuA Book, its guidance on analytical quality, reinforces 
precisely this point. Good analysis is not analysis that appears certain. It 
is analysis that makes uncertainty visible, tests assumptions, challenges 
evidence and enables decision-makers to understand the limitations as well 

as the strengths of the information before them.

That observation has become increasingly important as regulatory 
expectations continue to evolve.

Regulators are asking different questions than they did ten years ago. They 
are no longer interested simply in whether information exists. Increasingly, 
they want to understand how decisions were reached, what evidence 
supported them, who accepted the associated risks and whether the 
organisation can demonstrate that it genuinely understood the implications 
at the time those decisions were made.

That represents a subtle but profound shift.

This is one of the reasons confidence deserves far greater scrutiny than information.

Organisations are moving from an era of information assurance towards an era of decision assurance.

The evidence still matters.

But increasingly it is the quality of the judgement built upon that evidence 
that determines whether organisations are viewed as well governed.

Seen from this perspective, governance stops feeling like bureaucracy.

Instead, it becomes one of the organisation's greatest strategic assets.

It creates consistency when people change.

It preserves confidence during periods of uncertainty.

It enables difficult decisions to be explained long after they have been 
made.

Most importantly, it allows organisations to distinguish between confidence 
that is earned and confidence that merely appears convincing.

Because, ultimately, organisations responsible for places are judged less 
by the sophistication of the systems they own than by the quality of the 
decisions those systems enable.

And that leads to perhaps the most important question of all.

If every organisation now has access to similar technology, similar 
information and increasingly similar regulatory guidance, where does 
genuine competitive advantage come from?
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Understanding Becomes a Strategic 
Capability
There was a time when organisations gained a competitive advantage simply by 
possessing information that others did not. Better records, better surveys and better 
operational data created better decisions because relatively few organisations had 
access to the same evidence.

That world has largely disappeared.

Today, information is abundant. Most organisations responsible for places 
already possess vast quantities of operational, compliance and asset data. 
They commission surveys, maintain registers, operate specialist systems 
and collect evidence at a scale that would have been unimaginable a 
generation ago. The question is no longer whether information exists. 
It is whether that information is being transformed into something that 
consistently improves judgement.

Across every sector, the direction of travel is remarkably consistent. 
Housing regulators increasingly expect landlords to demonstrate that 
they understand the condition of residents’ homes rather than simply 
holding records about them. Healthcare organisations rely on increasingly 
sophisticated estate information because clinical resilience depends 
upon safe and reliable environments. Education continues to adopt more 
consistent approaches to estate data because investment decisions are 
only as good as the evidence that supports them. Commercial property 
owners are discovering that decades of operational performance are 
influenced by the quality of information handed over when buildings first 
enter occupation. Infrastructure operators increasingly recognise that 
networks cannot be managed effectively unless information flows across 

organisational boundaries as easily as trains, vehicles, utilities or people.

Different sectors. The same direction of travel.

Organisations are being asked to demonstrate understanding rather than 
simply maintain information.

That represents a subtle but significant change in expectation.

Historically, organisations were often judged by the quality of their 
processes. Increasingly they are being judged by the quality of their 
decisions. Regulators want to understand why particular actions were 
taken. Boards want confidence that investment priorities genuinely reflect 
operational need. Residents expect evidence that organisations understand 
the homes in which they live. Emergency services require reliable 
operational intelligence when circumstances change without warning.

In every case, the question is fundamentally the same.
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Can the organisation demonstrate that it understands the place for which it is responsible?

The answer depends upon far more than technology.

It depends upon whether information collected by different people, in 
different systems and for different purposes can be brought together 
to create one coherent operational understanding. It depends upon 
whether knowledge survives organisational change, whether governance 
supports sound judgement and whether every stakeholder can access the 
information they need without exposing information they should never see.

This is why the concept of The Understanding Layer is not simply another 
technology architecture.
It is an organisational capability. 

Like good governance or effective leadership, it enables organisations to 
perform consistently under changing conditions. It creates continuity when 
people leave, confidence when circumstances become uncertain and 
clarity when decisions must be made quickly. It allows specialist operational 
systems to continue doing exactly what they were designed to do while 
ensuring the organisation itself develops a shared understanding that no 
individual system could ever provide on its own.

Perhaps this is the most significant change taking place across the built 
environment today.

For decades, organisations have invested heavily in managing assets.

Increasingly they are investing in managing understanding.

The distinction may appear academic at first glance, but its consequences 
are profound. Assets can only be managed effectively when they are 
properly understood. Investment can only be prioritised intelligently when 

risks are understood in context. Boards can only provide meaningful 
oversight when they understand not simply what has happened, but what is 
changing and why it matters.

The organisations that succeed over the next decade are therefore unlikely 
to be those with the largest collection of software platforms or the most 
sophisticated digital models. Most organisations will continue to purchase 
similar technologies, adopt similar standards and respond to the same 
regulatory pressures.

The difference will lie elsewhere. 

It will lie in how effectively they transform information into organisational 
understanding.

Those organisations will make decisions more confidently because they 
spend less time reconciling conflicting information. They will respond more 
quickly because they recognise emerging risks earlier. They will collaborate 
more effectively because departments are working from the same 
operational picture rather than defending competing versions of reality. 
They will be better prepared for regulatory scrutiny because understanding 
has been built continuously rather than assembled retrospectively. Above 
all, they will become more resilient because their ability to understand a 
place will no longer depend upon the memory of a handful of experienced 
individuals.

That is not simply a technological advantage. 
It is a strategic one.
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Conclusion

Throughout this paper we have explored a distinction that is becoming 
increasingly important across housing, healthcare, education, commercial 
property and infrastructure. Information can be collected, duplicated and 
stored almost indefinitely. Understanding is different. It has to be created 
through the careful combination of trusted information, professional 
judgement, organisational knowledge and effective governance.

 
That is why the conversation surrounding Digital Twins and digital 
transformation needs to mature.

The objective has never been to create more sophisticated models, collect 

more data or replace every operational system with a single platform. Those 
technologies and systems have an important role to play, but they remain a 
means rather than an end.

The real objective is far more ambitious.

It is to help organisations develop and maintain a trusted understanding 
of the places for which they are responsible, enabling better decisions 
throughout the life of every asset and providing every stakeholder with the 
information they need, presented in a way that reflects their responsibilities 
rather than the structure of the organisation itself.

Knowledge becomes an organisational asset rather than an individual one.

And information, instead of remaining scattered across departments and 
disconnected systems, begins to contribute to one coherent understanding 
of the place itself.

The organisations that thrive will not be those that know the most.

They will be those that understand the most.

Because information, valuable though it is, has never been the destination.

Understanding is.

When viewed in that 
light, the future of estate 
management looks 
rather different.

Operational systems 
continue to perform 
specialist tasks.

Digital Twins provide richer 
context and insight.

Governance strengthens 
judgement.

Every organisation responsible for places already has information.

Few would argue otherwise.

The real question is whether that information has become something more valuable. 
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