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Transaction Monitoring: Building an 
Adaptive, Risk-Aligned AML Framework

Section 1:

Today, a major obstacle for financial institutions is to maintain consistent growth while meeting 
ever-higher expectations from regulators, auditors, and internal risk committees. Many 
compliance programmes falter because monitoring transactions is expensive and regulatory 
demands are increasingly complex. The result is often de-risking, withdrawing from clients and 
the markets, which leads to the loss of substantial revenue and competitive advantage.

For many financial service providers, false positive rates in legacy systems exceed  a primary 
driver of operational cost and regulatory risk. For product teams, these high false positive rates 
translate into continuous cycles of rule recalibration, alert suppression, and case rework, often 
without measurable improvement in detection quality. The inability to link feedback from 
investigators back into rule tuning results in repetitive noise rather than insight. Embedding 
structured validation and feedback loops between compliance analysts and product head can 
significantly lower alert fatigue and improve SAR yield over time.

90%,

Today, banks and non-bank financial institutions 
operate across vastly different regulatory and risk 
environments. Rules to assess the associated risk 
with vary by geography, product 
exposure (fintech, payments, e-commerce), and 
emerging financial crime typologies such as cyber 
scams,  and human trafficking 
payment flows. A mid-sized payment company in 
Malta or Greece cannot simply apply the same 
monitoring regime as a global bank in the US or UK, 
as risk evolves and one size does not fit all.

money laundering 

pig-butchering,

When monitoring frameworks within a  Transaction Monitoring solution fail to reflect this 
diversity, the result is predictable: rising volumes of alerts, manual investigations, high 
operational costs, and low-value compliance outcomes. Without a modern, risk-aligned 
transaction monitoring system, the compliance burden grows, costs escalate, and strategic agility 
is lost. This misalignment disproportionately impacts major financial institutions. When alert 
thresholds and rules are not calibrated to their diverse customer base, product lines, and cross-
border exposures, alerts often fail to reflect actual risk. 

https://www.mckinsey.de/~/media/McKinsey/Business%20Functions/Risk/Our%20Insights/The%20new%20frontier%20in%20anti%20money%20laundering/The-new-frontier-in-anti-money-laundering.pdf?
https://amlwatcher.com/blog/what-is-money-laundering-with-example/
https://amlwatcher.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/01/Pig_Butchering_Scam_Alert.pdf


Why Transaction Monitoring Systems 
Struggle with False Alerts?

The Compliance Pressure Gauge: Where 
Financial Institutions Stand in 2025

Many legacy monitoring systems rely on static rules and one-size-fits-all thresholds. They often 
ignore customer risk, product diversity, and evolving typologies. Without continuous feedback 
from investigators, alerts cannot adapt, resulting in high false positives, wasted effort, and 
missed detection of genuine suspicious activity.

Cost – Escalating FTE Spend

Regulation – Expanding Oversight

Risk – Emerging Typologies

Confidence – Strained Oversight

Cost 

Regulation

RISK

CONFIDENCE

Compliance teams are spending too much effort on false positives 
instead of detecting real risk

Reporting requirements across multiple jurisdictions (EU, US, 
MENA) have become more complex and doubled the overall 
workload.

New types of financial crime (pig-butchering, crypto layering, cyber 
fraud) are outpacing old detection models.

Rising regulator queries, missed SAR timelines, and audit fatigue are 
reducing institutional confidence.

The result is inflated wasted investigative effort, potential regulatory gaps, and 
decisions that either de-risk unnecessarily or overlook high-risk activity, undermining both 
compliance and strategic objectives.

false positives, 

https://amlwatcher.com/blog/top-4-strategies-to-reduce-aml-false-positives/


Global AML Regulations and Transaction 
Monitoring Obligations

Evolving Typologies

Global regulators expect financial service providers to deploy robust transaction monitoring 
systems as part of their The Financial Action Task Force (FATF) defines 
the global baseline, while major jurisdictions such as the US, UK, EU, Australia, Singapore, UAE, 
and Saudi Arabia overlay these standards with local obligations. As a result, national regulators 
such as the (FinCEN) in the US and the UK Financial 
Intelligence Unit (UKFIU) translate FATF principles into specific reporting duties, including filing 

(SARs) when transactions suggest potential money laundering or 
other criminal conduct.

AML/CFT frameworks. 

Financial Crimes Enforcement Network 

Suspicious Activity Reports 

Regulators increasingly penalize financial service providers for delayed, incomplete, or poorly 
substantiated SARs. Weak linkage between alerts and predicate offence can lead to misfiled or 
missed SARs, exposing institutions to enforcement actions, remediation mandates, and 
reputational damage. Embedding validation and feedback loops between detection models and 
SAR teams is essential to mitigate this risk.

Financial crime is constantly evolving, with schemes such as cyber-enabled scams, pig-
butchering, and human-trafficking payment flows exploiting complex, cross-
border transaction patterns. These sophisticated methods often bypass static threshold-based 
detection. To stay effective, transaction monitoring systems must incorporate contextual 
intelligence, linking behavioural patterns to underlying predicate offences and emerging 
typologies.

 romance fraud, 

The World Illicit Typology Map (below) illustrates how the dominant predicate offences differ 
across regions, from cyber-enabled scams in Europe and North America to corruption, 

and human trafficking networks across Africa and Asia.
trade-

based money laundering, 

https://amlwatcher.com/blog/key-changes-to-monitor-in-the-new-eu-aml-cft-framework/
https://amlwatcher.com/knowledgebase/what-is-the-financial-crimes-enforcement-network-fincen/
https://amlwatcher.com/knowledgebase/what-is-a-suspicious-activity-report-sar/
https://amlwatcher.com/knowledgebase/what-is-a-romance-scam/
https://amlwatcher.com/blog/trade-based-money-laundering-what-is-it-and-why-it-matters/
https://amlwatcher.com/blog/trade-based-money-laundering-what-is-it-and-why-it-matters/
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Such regional variations underline why a “one-size-fits-all” monitoring framework is ineffective. A 
risk-aligned system must calibrate thresholds, typology rules, and behavioural models to reflect 
regional exposure and transaction corridors. For example,

FATF’s Trade-Based Money Laundering

Understanding money laundering through 
real estate transactions

THE GLOBAL ILLICIT ECONOMY

UNODC Global Report on Trafficking in 
Persons

Because money laundering typologies, predicate offences and risk profiles vary by jurisdiction, 
financial service providers that deploy transaction monitoring RegTech which tailors scenarios 
and thresholds to specific geographic risks can improve detection quality and significantly reduce 
false positives.

FinC EN guidance on SARs informs U.S. monitoring
UAE FIU guidance supports typology alignment in the Emirates
FIAU Malta typology reports guide local monitoring practices 
In Europe, systems must capture patterns of cyber-enabled fraud and cross-border layering.


In Africa and the Middle East, typologies often connect to corruption, and trade 
mispricing.

 (FinCEN 2020 Advisory), 


 (UAE FIU Typologies)


(FIAU Typology Reports).


smuggling, 

https://www.fincen.gov/system/files/advisory/2020-10-15/Advisory%20Human%20Trafficking%20508%20FINAL_0.pdf?
https://www.uaefiu.gov.ae/
https://fiaumalta.org/app/uploads/2021/11/FIAU-Factsheet-Typologies-Red-Flags-Indicators-of-Tax-Related-ML.pdf?
https://amlwatcher.com/knowledgebase/bulk-cash-smuggling/


An alert can be considered false when it lacks correlation with any risk indicator or predicate 
offence typology. Generating alerts merely on value thresholds or generic rules without 
referencing regulator-calibrated typologies creates noise rather than insight. To produce alerts 
that reflect real exposure, financial service providers must align detection logic with the 
typologies recognised by regulators as capable of generating illicit proceeds requiring laundering. 
This risk-aligned approach ensures transaction monitoring remains meaningful, contextual, and 
defensible during regulatory review.

This focus on typology-driven monitoring aligns with the EU’s 6th AML Directive (6AMLD), 
which lists more than 20 predicate offences, including human trafficking, corruption, fraud, 
terrorist financing, and organised crime. Financial service providers are expected to design 
monitoring systems that not only detect anomalies but also correlate them to plausible crime 
categories and support accurate SAR filings. Regulators expect clear visibility and escalation 
when transaction behaviour aligns with these predicate offence risks and a firm’s stated risk 
appetite.

When selecting a transaction monitoring system, a financial service provider should ensure the 
platform operationalises these expectations in practice. This means choosing solutions capable 
of mapping alerts to specific predicate offences, maintaining transparent audit trails, and 
adapting to typology updates issued by regulators. Financial service providers should also assess 
whether the system supports dynamic risk-based rule calibration, integrates sanctions and 

 and allows validation testing before deployment. These capabilities 
ensure the framework is not only compliant in design but also demonstrably effective and 
defensible under regulatory scrutiny.

adverse media intelligence,

Aligning Alerts with Regulatory Typologies

Predicate Offences and Linking to Crime

Practical Considerations When Selecting 
a Monitoring System

Design Guidelines
To operationalise these regulatory expectations, financial service providers must adopt risk-
based, context-aware, and adaptive monitoring frameworks. This includes customer and product 
segmentation, integration of external data sources, defined escalation workflows, audit trails, 
and continuous tuning. Poor segmentation and static scenario thresholds often result in 

https://amlwatcher.com/blog/key-points-in-6th-amld-that-all-compliance-officers-must-know/
https://amlwatcher.com/blog/9-best-aml-practices-to-lower-the-rate-of-human-trafficking/
https://amlwatcher.com/blog/how-to-make-adverse-media-your-secret-risk-detection-weapon-with-sentiment-analysis/


Effective transaction monitoring depends on robust governance. Each rule, parameter, or model 
must have clear ownership and documented change procedures.

Establishing this governance structure ensures audit readiness and demonstrates compliance 
accountability under FATF and 6AMLD principles.

Head of Compliance: Approves overall monitoring strategy and ensures alignment with risk 
appetite.

 Product Lead: Designs, validates, and documents detection models or rule logic.

Operational Team: Executes day-to-day alert investigations and reports feedback to the 
Model Owner.

Internal Audit: Periodically reviews the configuration, data lineage, and alert outcomes for 
integrity.

Any modification to thresholds, rules, or typology logic must be recorded in a Change Log with 
date, rationale, and expected impact.

Emergency changes are applied under dual authorization and reviewed retrospectively.

Annual independent model validation ensures detection accuracy and proportionality.

Governance and Change Control 
Framework

Roles and Responsibilities

Change Control Process

excessive false positives, operational inefficiencies, and scrutiny from regulators, underscoring 
the need for continuous calibration and contextual tuning of detection models.

The Operational Reality of Monitoring 
Failures
Many financial launch transaction monitoring programmes only to find themselves 
overwhelmed by false positives, backlogged investigations, and rising operational costs.

https://amlwatcher.com/knowledgebase/what-is-financial-action-task-force-fatf/


For product and data teams, these bottlenecks often stem from limited visibility into alert drivers 
and the lack of automated performance tracking. Manual rule tuning consumes significant 
engineering time, while slow feedback from investigators delays iteration. The result is longer 
turnaround cycles, resource strain, and difficulty proving model effectiveness to auditors and 
internal risk committees.

In practice, when thresholds and scenarios are misaligned with actual risk exposure, financial 
service providers face predictable consequences, alert inflation, higher operational costs, missed 
regulatory timelines, and, critically, gaps in identifying genuine suspicious activity.

The cumulative result is high cost and operational strain. Some institutions resort to
existing customer segments or markets, eroding competitiveness in the process. Consequently, 
even with substantial investment, monitoring systems often deliver sub-optimal detection, 
regulatory pressure, and strategic inflexibility.

 de-risking 

Several structural causes drive this failure:

Excessive alerts and manual reviews:

Rigid legacy systems:

Weak linkage to customer-risk data:

Outdated rule logic:

 Large alert volumes divert analysts from strategic risk 
analysis to repetitive, low-value casework.


 Outdated rule engines lack tuning flexibility and data integration, 
producing static, siloed results.


 Monitoring transactions in isolation ignores behavioural 
and contextual risk indicators.


 Thresholds set years ago fail to capture emerging typologies or dynamic 
risk shifts.

Regulatory Exposure and Missed SAR 
Penalties
In recent years, regulators have fined several institutions for failing to identify and report 
suspicious transactions tied to predicate offences such as human trafficking and fraud. These 
enforcement actions highlight how poor alert calibration and investigation workflows can 
directly translate into regulatory penalties

https://amlwatcher.com/knowledgebase/de-risking/


Designing the Right Transaction Monitoring 
Program
Selecting the right transaction monitoring solution begins with understanding your 
organization’s risk landscape and aligning your compliance strategy accordingly. The following 
framework provides a consultative approach to guide your decision-making:

Start by mapping your business model, customer segments, geographies, and product lines. 
Identify which segments are high, medium, or low risk. Establishing your risk appetite early 
ensures that the monitoring solution you choose aligns with the areas where oversight is most 
critical.

Define Your Compliance Programme in Line with Risk Exposure

Analyze your data flows, payment types (wires, cards, wallets, crypto), and digital or cross-border 
channels. Understanding transaction volumes and channels informs system configuration, 
helping you prevent alert overload while maintaining coverage where risk is highest.

Assess Transaction Volumes and Delivery Channels

Assess the typical risks associated with your customer profiles and operational geography. For 
example, a fintech in Singapore may face different threats than a traditional bank in Greece. 
Identify the typologies likely to be associated with proceeds of crime in a specific region, such as 
romance scams, trade-based money laundering, or crypto laundering, so your system can be 
tailored to detect these scenarios.

Evaluate Vulnerability to AML Typologies

Translate your risk assessment into actionable monitoring parameters. Establish thresholds, 
pattern recognition criteria, device/IP indicators, and link-analysis metrics. Ensure that your rules 
are contextualized by customer type, product, and channel, enabling the system to detect 
suspicious behavior effectively without generating excessive false positives.

Define Rule Sets and Detection Logic

Before activating new monitoring scenarios, the financial service provider should run them in 
shadow mode for at least 60–90 days. This allows teams to benchmark:

Validation and Shadow Testing



Validation involves comparing rule outputs against known historical suspicious cases. A baseline 

model performance report should be documented, signed by the product head and Compliance 

Head, and stored for audit for a minimum of seven years. Periodic tuning based on validation 

results improves efficiency and ensures regulatory defensibility.

Product teams should treat validation cycles as core DevOps processes, documenting tuning 

impact, FPR/TPR shifts, and SAR yield to improve model explainability and audit readiness. This 

approach embeds compliance testing into system evolution, reducing the lag between model 

changes and operational feedback.

Select a system that allows customization of rules, a proprietary screening tool based on AML 

data aligned with regulator-calibrated risks. The system should be capable of  and 

device analytics that can evolve alongside emerging risks. The right platform should adapt as 

new typologies arise and transaction patterns change, giving your compliance team the agility 

needed to respond proactively.

 risk scoring

This consultative framework helps you connect your organizational risk profile to the technical 

capabilities of transaction monitoring solutions, ensuring a choice that supports both regulatory 

compliance and operational efficiency.

Choose a Flexible, Adaptive Solution

True Positive Rate (TPR): Percentage of alerts leading to SARs. 

False Positive Rate (FPR): Alerts closed with “no suspicion.” 

SAR Yield: Ratio of quality SARs accepted by FIU or regulators.

https://amlwatcher.com/blog/a-comprehensive-guide-for-effective-risk-scoring/


Effective transaction monitoring depends on understanding who you are monitoring. Integrating 

customer risk assessment through PEP exposure, adverse media signals, sanctions proximity, 

behavioural baselines, and geography risk allows alerts to reflect real contextual risk rather than 

generic thresholds. A monitoring system that unifies customer risk scoring with transaction 

behaviour produces fewer false positives and more accurate SAR-ready alerts.

Identify potential 
threats

Track transaction 
patterns

Spot common 
fraud methods

Apply monitoring 
rules

Detect suspicious 
activity

Using this framework ensures that financial service providers don’t simply buy a “box” of 

software; they build the monitoring program aligned to their risk profile, business model, and 

evolving threat landscape.

As evolves, transaction monitoring must evolve with it. Legacy systems built for 

static risk environments struggle to keep pace with today’s dynamic threat landscape. 

Understanding the differences between traditional and next-generation systems helps 

compliance leaders make informed investment decisions.

 financial crime 

Legacy monitoring platforms rely on static, value-based thresholds. They operate in isolation, 

often disconnected from customer risk scores or device-level intelligence.

Limited context:

High maintenance:

Siloed architecture: 

 Minimal linkage to customer behavior, counterparties, or IP networks.


 Frequent rule-tuning and costly upgrades to manage false positives.


Weak integration with screening tools, case management, or analytics.

Risk 
Exposure

 Volume & 
Channels

Typology 
Vulnerability

Rule 
Logic

Monitoring 
Solution 

Transaction Monitoring Process Flow

Legacy vs Next-Gen Transaction 
Monitoring Systems

Legacy Systems: Where Gaps Begin

https://amlwatcher.com/blog/what-is-financial-crime/


The result is predictable: For product teams, this means constant firefighting, fine-tuning 
thresholds, managing alert overflow, and struggling to maintain data pipelines that feed timely 
SAR submissions. As regulators demand more precision and faster reporting, these outdated 
systems become operational bottlenecks.

For product and data teams, the inability to test, tune, and validate rules in controlled 
environments leads to prolonged cycles of false alerts, poor feedback loops, and increased 
regulator scrutiny. Establishing sandboxed validation processes and feedback loops between 
investigators and product model is essential to improving detection quality and explainability.

Next-generation platforms address these shortcomings through data integration, contextual 
intelligence, and real-time adaptability.

As it is noted, effective transaction 
monitoring now means “monitoring all 
events associated with customers’ 
accounts, behavioural anomalies, not 
simply value thresholds.” This shift reflects 
a fundamental truth: risk is fluid. A low-risk 
customer today may become a high-risk 
customer tomorrow.

Legacy systems can’t adapt to this pace of 
change. Next-gen solutions, built on 
adaptive analytics and continuous learning, 
are essential to detect modern typologies 
from human trafficking payment flows to 
pig-butchering scams before they spread 
undetected.

Risk-based approach: Detection logic tailored to customer, product, and geography risk 
segments.

Context-aware detection: Uses link analysis across counterparties, devices, and wallets to 
reveal hidden patterns.

Unified platform: Combines screening, monitoring, alerting, and for 
seamless oversight.

Scalability and agility: Supports emerging payment rails, crypto transactions, and real-time 
dashboards.

case management 

Next-Gen Systems: Designed for Dynamic 
Risk

https://amlwatcher.com/case-management/


The Next Era of Transaction Monitoring
With next-generation platforms setting new standards, the future of transaction monitoring now 
centres on contextual intelligence and dynamic risk adaptation. Risk is no longer confined to 
geography, customer profile, or payment type; it moves fluidly across channels and entities.

Cross-border digital scams now exploit mobile wallets, peer-to-peer payments, and crypto 
tokens. Cybercrime proceeds often pass through legitimate accounts before layering across 
complex networks. These shifts demand monitoring systems that connect more than just 
transactions; they must correlate device/IP networks, linked accounts, wallets, and 
counterparties to uncover behavioral anomalies.

This highlights the need for collaborative, data-driven monitoring approaches that bridge 
internal and external intelligence.

Modern transaction monitoring must integrate:

These capabilities transform monitoring from reactive detection into proactive risk prediction.

Link analysis:

Unified dashboards:

Real-time analytics:

 Connecting who is transacting with whom, across devices, channels, and 
accounts.


 Merging screening, transaction alerts, and case management into a single 
view.


 Adaptive rule-sets that evolve as patterns change.

 Aligning system parameters with the institution’s specific risk appetite 

and business model.
Tailored configuration:

Evolving Threat Landscape

Essential Capabilities for the Future

As typologies of crime evolve, regulatory guidelines shift just as quickly. This requires 
businesses to adapt and rely on transaction-monitoring solutions aligned with regulator-
defined risk scenarios. Agility in adopting and updating these systems is no longer a 
competitive advantage; it is a compliance necessity.    
  

 Khurram Akhtar (Director AML Watcher)



About AML Watcher’s Transaction 
Monitoring System

Section 2:

To address this shift toward contextual, adaptive monitoring, AML Watcher introduces its 
 by the name Transaction Watcher, a real-time, risk-aligned 

platform for AML compliance.
transaction monitoring solution

Risk-based and customizable:

Unified compliance platform: adverse media screening 

Interactive dashboard:
Chief Risk Officers 

Advanced link and pattern analysis:

Adaptive rule engine:

Operational efficiency:

Business-aligned compliance:

 Aligns with your institution’s risk appetite across segments, 
products, geographies, and channels. A no-code rule builder lets teams design and refine 
even the most complex monitoring scenarios for precise, adaptive detection.


 Built-in sanctions, PEP, and with 
transaction monitoring and case management, eliminating silos.


 Delivers real-time visibility of alerts, top triggered rules, and team 
performance, giving (CROs) actionable insight.


 Tracks behavioral connections across devices, 
counterparties, and wallets to reveal illicit flows linked to predicate crimes such as fraud, 
trafficking, and cyber-enabled theft.


 Enables you to build, shadow-test, and refine rules dynamically as 
typologies evolve, ensuring continuous alignment with emerging risks.


 Reduces false positives and investigation backlogs through intelligent 
filtering and interactive case workflows.


 Differentiates low- and high-risk clients to avoid unnecessary 
de-risking and support revenue retention.

Why Transaction Watcher Stands Out

How Transaction Watcher Helps in 
Monitoring?
Compliance officers today face the challenge of balancing regulatory pressure, operational 
efficiency, and business growth, all without overwhelming teams with irrelevant alerts. 
Transaction Watcher is designed to solve these core challenges by addressing four key 
dimensions of compliance performance:

In essence, Transaction Watcher helps institutions move from volume-driven alerting to value-
driven detection, aligning compliance programs with strategic rather than a 
tick-box approach.

risk management 

https://amlwatcher.com/transaction-monitoring/
https://amlwatcher.com/adverse-media-screening/
https://amlwatcher.com/knowledgebase/chief-risk-officer-cro/
https://amlwatcher.com/knowledgebase/chief-compliance-officer-cco/
https://amlwatcher.com/blog/guide-to-aml-risk-management-strategies/


About AML Watcher’s Transaction 
Monitoring System

Reduce investigator load:

Improve SAR yield and timeliness:

Stronger regulator posture: 

Preserve revenue:

 With risk segmentation, Transaction Watcher reduces low-value 
alerts. Customers typically see a meaningful reduction in investigator-facing alerts during 
POC (expected reduction depends on baseline; require vendor to run a shadow test to 
quantify).


 The platform generates high-value alerts due to rules 
calibration with regulated mandated scenarios, provides case templates and submission 
exports to speed SAR filing and reduce time-to-SAR.


Every rule change, model version, and alert disposition is logged 
and exportable for audits and regulator review.


 Granular risk segmentation prevents blanket de-risking by identifying low-
risk customers who should stay onboard.

Data to Request During POC / Shadow Run:

Baseline metrics (your FPR, TPR, alerts per 1k accounts, SAR yield).

POC period results (same metrics) with delta shown.

Investigator throughput (alerts closed per analyst per day).

Example case exports for regulator submission.

Model validation report and change log.

Dashboard

Customers

Transactions

Alerts

Case Manager

Rules

Risk Configuration

Block & Allow Lists

User Manager

Audit Log

API

Case Manager N Nida Noor

Monitor and manage investigation cases

All Time Status PrioritySearch by Case ID, Title, or Assigned To

No data available

Case ID Title / Summary Status Linked Entities Assigned To Priority Created Date Last Updated Actions

TW-20412


TW-20377


TW-20355


TW-20311


TW-20289


TW-20273


TW-20244


TW-20219


TW-20188


TW-20170

Large incoming transfer 
flagged as unusual behavior


Rapid international transfers 
within short interval


Suspicious merchant activity 
with repeated chargebacks


Possible smurfing: multiple 
small structured deposits


Card-not-present anomalies 
detected


Transaction from high-risk 
jurisdiction flagged


Large crypto-to-fiat 
conversion spike


Multiple failed authentication 
attempts


AML rule triggered: 
structuring threshold 
exceeded


High-velocity payment 
attempts detected

Michael Harris (Customer), 
Account 4932


Olivia Parker, Company ID 
8821


Merchant 5521 (Brightline 
Traders)


Ethan Miller


Customer 7783 (Jacob 
Wilson)


Entity 7441, Country: Liberia


Wallet: 0x91F…82Aa


User 9924 (Emma Collins)


Account 1103 (William Clark)


Merchant 9921 (Westport 
Electronics)

Under Review


Escalated


Open


Investigating


Closed


Under Review


Open


Closed


Escalated


Investigating

Sarah Mitchell


James Carter


Emily Ross


Daniel Scott


Karen Brooks


Sarah Mitchell


Mason Turner


Internal Security


Laura Hayes


James Carter

High


Critical


Medium


High


Low


High


Medium


Low


Critical


High

2025-11-28


2025-11-26


2025-11-24


2025-11-22


2025-11-19


2025-11-18


2025-11-15


2025-11-12


2025-11-08


2025-11-07

2025-12-01


2025-12-01


2025-11-30


2025-11-29


2025-11-25


2025-11-27


2025-11-22


2025-11-20


2025-11-19


2025-11-18

View / Resolve


View / Resolve


View / Resolve


View / Resolve


View / Resolve


View / Resolve


View / Resolve


View / Resolve


View / Resolve


View / Resolve



Book a Free Demo

For Compliance and Product Heads, balancing risk, cost, and growth, the right monitoring 
program must learn, scale, and adapt in real time. It should align with your risk appetite, evolve 
with your business model, and stand ready for the next wave of regulatory and criminal change.

The surge is already here; scale compliance with systems built for what’s next.

With  you gain more than compliance; you gain control. A 
platform that transforms transaction monitoring from a cost centre into a strategic advantage, 
giving your teams the clarity, precision, and confidence to stay ahead of risk and prevent friction 
for genuine customers.

AML Watcher’s Transaction Watcher,

Transaction monitoring isn’t a one-time setup; it’s an evolving discipline. Static rule engines, 
disconnected tools, and “tick-the-box” compliance can’t keep pace with how financial crime 
mutates.

Build a Scalable and Adaptive AML 
Framework with AML Watcher

Product teams: if you’re evaluating vendors, request a shadow run of 60–90 days with your data, 
ask for the POC metric deliverables listed above, and require exported change-logs and model 
validation reports as part of the evaluation. to schedule a demo and a 
tailored POC.

Contact AML Watcher 

https://amlwatcher.com/contact-us/

