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SWAN SIWW Workshop — Recap:
“Unlocking Lifecycle Data: What foundations are needed to advance
digital maturity across the asset lifecycle?”

"We don’t have a data or technology problem. We have an operational coherence
problem."”
"The issue is not that we do not have data. The issue is that no one clearly owns the
data over its lifecycle."”
"How do you spend millions on cleaning data when that money could go to reactive
incident prevention?"
"Al is the conversation at CEO level, but how do you do Al if the enterprise data is
wrong in the first place?"
"You need to make a decision about what you want to change; otherwise you can buy
whatever you want and nothing happens.”
"Technology can scale maturity, but it cannot substitute for ownership, governance, and
stewardship.”
"People are the game changer: skilled people, leadership buy-in, and consistent
processes have to come before the next platform.”
"If we cannot show the business value of data cleaning and governance, it will remain
invisible work."

Facilitator: Dr. Carolina Venegas Martinez, Senior Manager Business &
Industry Strategy for Water (Autodesk)
I. Summary

Utilities are investing in digital tools, digital twins, Al, dashboards, common data
environments, GIS, CMMS, SCADA integrations, and asset management platforms, but
many are still struggling to create durable value because the underlying lifecycle data is
fragmented, untrusted, inconsistently governed, or not operationally owned. A core
theme from the discussion was that data only retains value when the same asset
identity, structure, and meaning persist across planning, design, construction,
operations, and feedback into future planning. The group discussed how a pump, pipe,
or other asset may be named or structured differently across systems or solutions,
breaking continuity and reducing value.

The core provocation was not whether utilities should digitise, but whether they are
sequencing digital maturity correctly. The discussion challenged the assumption that
better platforms alone can solve lifecycle data problems. Instead, the group focused on
what must be true before technology can scale: clear decisions, trusted data,



accountable owners, standards, processes, procurement requirements, and sustained
stewardship.

Several directions sharpened the discussion:

The group challenged the traditional plan-design-build-operate mental model,
noting that engineers often start with planning, while operators start with the
existing system. For utilities carrying 50—-100 years of legacy assets, the starting
point is not a clean-sheet project but an inherited operational reality.

The idea of a decision gap became stronger than a simple data-gap framing. A
recurring theme was that the issue is often not simply missing data, but a lack of
clarity about what decision the data is meant to improve.

The most prominent challenge identified was “lack of intent, ownership, and
accountability,” which the group connected directly to value realisation and
investment justification.

Years of underinvestment emerged as a root cause, indicating that the problem is
not only a technology gap, but an accumulated institutional deficit.

Workforce capacity was called out as a critical element.

Il. Top Challenges

1.

3.

Lack of intent, data ownership, and accountability across the lifecycle:
Lifecycle data loses value because utilities often lack clear intent, ownership, and
accountability for how data is created, maintained, governed, and reused from
planning through operations.

a. Opportunity: Treat lifecycle data as an infrastructure asset with owners,
standards, funding, and stewardship, not as a byproduct of capital projects
or IT implementations. This can help create a utility-wide lifecycle data
operating model where ownership is explicit, funded, auditable, and tied to
decisions.

Fragmented operational truth and lack of standardisation that leads to
siloed data creation, unclear standards, and inconsistent asset
information: Utilities cannot scale digital maturity when each function, project,
consultant, contractor, or system creates and structures asset data differently.
The same operational asset can exist under different names, structures, and
meanings across SAP, PLC code, GIS, BIM, SCADA, CMMS, contractor
systems, and third-party datasets, fragmenting the utility’s operational truth.

a. Opportunity: Establish a common asset information model and lifecycle
data standards that are maintained across planning, design, build,
operate, and renew phases. This should include naming conventions,
taxonomies, ontologies, and data schemas that allow the same asset
identity to persist across lifecycle stages.

Weak business case, workforce capacity, and leadership commitment for
foundational work: Even when utilities know what needs to change, they often
lack the skilled people, leadership mandate, baseline assessment, and business
case needed to make lifecycle data improvement stick. Foundational data work is
expensive, difficult, and often less visible than new technology. It can lose out to
urgent infrastructure failures, reactive operational needs, or more visible digital
initiatives.



a. Opportunity: Reposition lifecycle data readiness as a value-generating
capability tied to reduced risk, better renewal prioritisation, non-revenue
water reduction, regulatory confidence, and operational performance.

lll. Practical Solutions, Tools, Approaches, & Best Practices

The group discussed the need for a business-value-led maturity sequence and an
explicit lifecycle data operating model to support a Lifecycle Data Readiness Sequence:
Decision — Data — Ownership — Standard — Process — Technology — Scale

Key practical approaches included:

1. Intent: Define what decision or workflow the data is intended to improve. This
could include one high-value lifecycle decision such as renewal prioritisation,
leakage reporting, pump performance optimisation, capital handover, or
maintenance planning. This should lead to a baseline assessment of current
performance, including asset data completeness, process variation, system
performance, and current manual workarounds.

2. Accountability: Assign accountable owners for lifecycle data across planning,
design, construction, operations, and renewal. The accountable owner should
help define the data required for the decision, including source systems, data
owners, quality requirements, update frequency, and operational use.

3. Stewardship: Create roles responsible for maintaining, validating, and updating
data over time. This should include audit trails to track who changed asset
information, when, why, and with what validation.

4. Governance standards: Define standards that persist into future lifecycle
phases. This includes standardising the process before digitising it, avoiding the
automation of inconsistent workflows, and embedding lifecycle data requirements
into procurement and delivery. Contractors and consultants should be required to
deliver usable lifecycle data, not just documents.

IV. Main Industry Takeaways

Takeaway 1: The real maturity gap is a decision and accountability gap.Digital
maturity in utilities is blocked less by technology availability and more by unresolved
lifecycle data ownership, governance, accountability, standards, and workforce capacity.
Utilities need to know what they are trying to improve before investing in technology. A
digital twin, Al workflow, or asset platform is only valuable if it changes a decision,
improves a process, or creates measurable value.

Takeaway 2: Lifecycle data should be treated as a strategic infrastructure asset.
Lifecycle data breaks down when utilities lack clear ownership, accountability, and
sustained maintenance after years of underinvestment. This results in siloed data
creation, unclear standards, weak governance, inconsistent data quality, and limited
confidence in business value. Asset data should be funded, governed, maintained, and
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renewed like physical infrastructure. If lifecycle data is treated as a project byproduct, it
will decay. If it is treated as a strategic asset, it can support better planning, operations,
maintenance, renewal, compliance, and investment decisions.

Takeaway 3: The next maturity leap is organisational and operational, not just
technical. Digital maturity requires people, process, technology, and governance
together. Participants repeatedly returned to skilled capability, leadership buy-in,
baseline assessment, consistent processes, and business value as the foundational
elements.



