TURNING PLANT DATA INTO DECISIONS, NOT JUST DASHBOARDS

loT Digital Twins for Industrial
Operations

Executive briefing — Plant engineering and operations executives | ~20 min
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What a Digital Twin Actually Is

e A digital twin is a live, calibrated model of a physical asset or process that updates continuously from sensor and

operational data

* |t supports simulation and forecasting — it can answer ‘what happens if' questions, not just report what already

happened
* A dashboard visualizes historical and current data; a twin models cause-and-effect and can project forward states
e The distinguishing feature is a closed loop: twin outputs inform real decisions, and real outcomes recalibrate the
twin

o Without a validated underlying model, a system showing live sensor data is monitoring, not a digital twin
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What a Digital Twin Is Not

e Not a 3D visualization layer — a realistic-looking model with no predictive or simulation capability is a viewer, not a
twin

e Not a one-time engineering model — static models that are never updated with live data drift out of relevance
quickly

* Not a replacement for domain expertise — twins support engineering judgment, they do not substitute for it

e Not inherently plant-wide — most programs start with a single asset or line, not an entire facility

e Setting this distinction early avoids budget approved for a twin that actually delivers a dashboard
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Data Foundations Required

e Sensor coverage must match the variables the twin needs to model, not just what is already instrumented

e Historian integration (e.g., OSlsoft Pl, AVEVA, or equivalent) is typically the backbone data source for time-series

continuity

e Data quality — sampling rate, calibration drift, missing-value handling — determines model reliability more than

model sophistication does

e A data governance and ownership model is needed before scaling beyond a pilot, including who validates sensor

accuracy

e Gaps in historical data limit how far back a twin can be validated against known outcomes
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Simulation and What-If Scenario Planning

e Twins let engineers test process changes, load shifts, or equipment substitutions virtually before touching physical

assets

e Scenario planning supports questions such as capacity impact of a line speed change or effect of a raw material
substitution

e This reduces reliance on trial-and-error on live equipment, which carries downtime and safety cost

e Value depends on how well the model's assumptions match real plant behavior — an uncalibrated simulation

gives false confidence

e |llustrative scenario: a plant team models three shift-pattern changes in a twin before selecting one to trial

physically
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Predictive Maintenance Powered by Twin
Models

e A twin can combine sensor trends with a physics- or data-based degradation model to estimate remaining useful
life
e This differs from simple threshold alerts by accounting for interacting factors — load, temperature, vibration —

together

e Predictive maintenance programs in industrial settings have reported unplanned downtime reductions in the range
of low double digits to twenty-plus percent, an industry-reported range rather than a guaranteed outcome for any

specific plant

e Maintenance planning shifts from calendar-based to condition-based, which requires change in both tooling and

crew workflow

e False positives during early deployment are common and should be expected as the model is tuned, not treated

as failure
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Process Optimization Use Cases

e Energy optimization — twins can identify inefficient operating points across variable loads and ambient conditions

e Throughput and bottleneck analysis — simulating line configurations to find constraints before capital is
committed

e Quality and yield — correlating process parameters with defect rates to narrow acceptable operating ranges

e lllustrative scenario: a representative operations team uses a twin to test furnace temperature setpoints against
yield, not a verified case study

e Optimization gains are typically incremental and compounding — large single-step wins are the exception, not the

norm
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Twin Fidelity Levels

Descriptive twin — real-time data visualization tied to an asset model, primarily for monitoring

Predictive twin — adds forecasting and anomaly detection based on historical patterns

Prescriptive twin — adds simulation and optimization recommendations, closing the loop toward action

Higher fidelity costs more in data infrastructure, modeling expertise, and ongoing calibration effort

Fidelity should match the decision it supports — a descriptive twin is sufficient for many monitoring use cases and

does not need to become prescriptive
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When Higher Fidelity Is Worth the Cost

Justified when the asset or process has high downtime cost, safety exposure, or capital intensity

Justified when decisions based on the twin are frequent enough to amortize the build and calibration investment

Less justified for low-criticality, low-variability assets where simple monitoring already captures most of the value

Fidelity increases should be staged — validate a descriptive twin before investing in prescriptive capability

The cost driver is usually not software licensing but the engineering time to build and maintain an accurate model
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Integration with SCADA and MES Systems

* Twins depend on reliable data flow from SCADA for real-time control data and MES for production and quality

context

 Integration architecture should avoid duplicating control logic — the twin informs decisions, it should not bypass

existing control systems

e Middleware or an industrial loT platform layer is typically needed to normalize data across legacy and modern

systems

e Latency requirements differ — control-loop data needs near-real-time flow, while planning-level twin outputs can

tolerate more delay

o Existing SCADA/MES investments are usually extended, not replaced, when a twin program is introduced
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Organizational Readiness and Skills Needed

e Requires a blend of process engineering domain knowledge and data science or modeling capability, rarely

resident in one role today

e Plant engineers need enough data literacy to validate model outputs against physical intuition

e |IT/OT collaboration is required since twins sit at the intersection of operational technology and enterprise data
systems

* A clear owner for model accuracy and recalibration is needed, or twins degrade silently over time

e Change management for operators and maintenance crews is as important as the technical build — adoption

determines value capture
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Common Pitfalls in Digital Twin Programs

Starting plant-wide instead of with a single high-value asset or line, which stalls momentum and inflates early cost

Treating the twin as a one-time IT project rather than an ongoing model-maintenance commitment

Underinvesting in data quality while overinvesting in visualization and user interface

Building fidelity beyond what the decision actually requires, adding cost without proportional value

No defined feedback loop between twin recommendations and operational decisions, so insights are generated

but not acted on
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Phased Maturity Roadmap

e Phase 1 — Foundation: establish sensor coverage and historian integration on one pilot asset or line

e Phase 2 — Descriptive twin: build real-time visualization and validate data quality and model accuracy

e Phase 3 — Predictive twin: add forecasting and condition-based maintenance on the validated pilot

e Phase 4 — Prescriptive twin and scale: extend simulation and optimization capability, then replicate the pattern to
additional assets

e Each phase should have a defined success criterion before funding is committed to the next, avoiding scope

creep into full-fidelity builds too early
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Measuring Success and ROI

e Track model accuracy (predicted vs. actual outcomes) as the leading indicator of twin health, not just uptime of
the dashboard

e Tie twin-driven decisions to measurable outcomes — avoided downtime hours, energy reduced, yield

improvement — using the plant's existing metrics, not new proprietary ones

e Industry-reported ranges for downtime and energy improvement should be treated as directional context, not a
target to promise before pilot data exists
* Report progress on a fixed cadence to the same stakeholders who approved the pilot, so funding decisions stay

evidence-based

e A twin with no measurable decision impact after the pilot period is a signal to reassess scope, not a reason to add

Mmore Sensors
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Next Steps and the Ask

e Select one pilot asset or line based on downtime cost, safety exposure, or optimization potential — not

organizational convenience

e Commission a data readiness assessment covering sensor coverage, historian integration, and data quality before
any modeling begins

e Assign a cross-functional owner spanning process engineering, OT, and IT for the pilot's duration

» Define the pilot's success criteria and decision points up front, including the threshold for moving to predictive or

prescriptive fidelity

* Approval requested: budget and resourcing for a bounded pilot phase, with a scale decision to follow based on

pilot results



