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EU AMLA Technology Impact Matrix

From regulatory requirements to technology readiness

A practical view of the technology capabilities institutions should evaluate as
the EU’s new AML/CFT framework moves towards implementation.



AMLA creates a technology
readiness question.

Why this matters

Harmonized regulation places greater pressure on
the technology supporting financial crime
compliance.

The EU Anti-Money Laundering Regulation
establishes directly applicable AML/CFT
requirements for obliged entities across the
European Union. AMLA is actively developing the
technical standards and guidelines to support more
consistent application of those requirements across
sectors and jurisdictions.’

AMLA represents a significant technology-driven
change to EU AML compliance since the
widespread adoption of the risk-based approach.
While the legislation does not prescribe technology,
many of its requirements will place greater demands
on data, monitoring, governance and enterprise-
wide financial crime capabilities.

For MLROs and compliance leaders, the practical question is therefore:

How can our existing technology support more consistent, risk-sensitive and
demonstrable compliance across the institution?

Regulatory Operational Technology Technology
requirements implications capabilities readiness

EXECUTIVE INSIGHT

AMLA technology readiness begins with
identifying where regulatory requirements expose
limitations in current data, monitoring, workflow,
governance and reporting capabilities.




The AMLA technology
impact matrix

Which technology
capabilities are most affected?

The matrix examines what selected AMLR
requirements, AMLA's final draft regulatory technical
standards and emerging guidance could mean for
financial crime technology.

The technology change assessment reflects
SymphonyAl’s view of the likely scale of technology
enhancement institutions may require supporting
effective implementation of AMLR requirements and
emerging AMLA guidance. It is not a regulatory
assessment issued by AMLA.

With several key private-sector Regulatory Technical
Standards (RTS) now finalized by AMLA and
submitted to the European Commission, related to
new data fields, workflows and connectivity, the
technology implications of the new EU AML/CFT
framework are becoming clearer. While the

standards remain technologically neutral, their
requirements point toward greater consistency in
customer data and due diligence, stronger
identification of linked activity, more effective group-
wide risk management and more controlled information
sharing.

For financial institutions, the question is increasingly
shifting from what the regulation requires to whether
existing technology can support those requirements
efficiently, consistently and demonstrably.




Technology capability Typical AML platform in 2026 Direction of regulatory change Change Impact

Dynamic Risk & Control Risk scores and BWRA outputs are often periodic; KYC, EDD and Risk should determine the nature, scope, frequency Dynamic risk-to-control orchestration: translate changes in business/customer

Engine TM rules are configured largely as separate controls. and intensity of CDD and ongoing monitoring. risk into changes in CDD, EDD, monitoring and review controls. ‘

Continuous Customer Customer profile is primarily established at onboarding and refreshed Customer information must be kept current and ongoing Continuous customer intelligence layer combining KYC, risk, activity

Intelligence periodically. Risk and KYC data can become stale between reviews. monitoring must consider the evolving business relationship. and external information; trigger updates from events rather than calendars alone. .

Entity, Ownership & Entity resolution and UBO data primarily support KYC and screening. Greater emphasis on understanding beneficial ownership, control, business Entity/relationship graph capability connecting customers,

Relationship Intelligence Relationships are often represented as relatively static records. relationships and linked transactions. UBOs, entities, accounts, counterparties and transactions. .

Linked-Transaction & Transaction aggregation is generally based on predefined thresholds, AMLA specifically addresses identifying linked transactions Relationship-aware transaction intelligence capable of identifying economic/behavioural

Activity Intelligence scenarios or straightforward customer/account aggregation. and preventing circumvention through fragmented activity. links across transactions, accounts, counterparties, time and entities. ’

Contextual & Behavioural Predominantly rules/scenarios, increasingly supplemented by ML/anomaly Monitoring should consider activity in the context of Move from scenario detection to contextual behavioural analytics,

Detection Engine detection. Detection can remain transaction/scenario centric. the business relationship and customer's risk profile. incorporating customer history, expected behaviour, risk and relationships. ‘

Real-time / Continuous Many platforms process risk and monitoring in batches or through periodic Ongoing monitoring and requirements to keep relevant customer Event-driven / continuous risk architecture so new transactions, intelligence or

Risk Processing refreshes, even where payment screening is real-time. information current increase the need for more timely risk customer events can update risk and controls without waiting for scheduled cycles. / .

assessment and control adaptation.

Investigation Intelligence Case management collects alerts and requires analysts to manually Institutions need to demonstrate coherent, risk-based Investigation intelligence layer that automatically assembles customer,

& Case Orchestration assemble KYC, transactions, screening and external information. assessment and decisions supported by evidence. entity, transaction, network and intelligence context around an alert/case. .

Decision & Evidence Audit trails record analyst actions and case outcomes; evidence is generally Greater need to demonstrate why measures and Decision provenance capability: capture risk — evidence — analysis — decision —

Provenance attached to cases. decisions were appropriate to the identified risk. control — outcome, including rule/model versions. / ’

Regulatory Data, STR reporting, regulatory requests and transaction retrieval often Greater standardization of STR/transaction reporting and faster Regulatory information layer: structured reporting, cross-system search,

Reporting & Retrieval rely on separate workflows and manual data assembly. access to financial, ownership and transaction information. transaction reconstruction and automated evidence packaging. / .

AML Data & Intelligence AML platforms integrate feeds from KYC, payments, screening and Risk, customer information, transactions and monitoring need to interact Move from application integration to shared AML datal/intelligence layer

layer CRM, but data remains fragmented across applications and entities. more continuously; group-wide information sharing is strengthened. with common entities, lineage, APIs, event streams and cross-system intelligence. .

Control Effectiveness & Management information focuses heavily on alert volumes, Supervisory expectations increasingly require evidence Outcome-based effectiveness analytics: measure detection effectiveness,

Assurance Analytics case volumes, ageing, productivity and SLA performance. that controls are appropriate and effective for identified risks. risk coverage, false positives, control performance and residual risk — not just activity. .

Configurable Policy & Regulatory changes frequently require technology projects AMLA will progressively specify detailed Configuration-led regulatory architecture allowing policy, risk factors, CDD requirements,

Decision Architecture to modify rules, workflows, scenarios and data requirements. requirements through RTS, ITS and Guidelines. scenarios and workflows to be changed rapidly without major redevelopment.

Group-wide Risk & Group AML frameworks exist and usually communicated on paper vs via AMLA's final draft RTS establishes minimum requirements for group-wide  Federated/group-wide risk control layer providing common risk intelligence, policy /control

Control Orchestration system automation, Technology, data and controls can remain fragmented policies, procedures, controls, risk assessment and information sharing, consistency and secure info sharing while accommodating entity- and jurisdiction-specific .
by legal entity/jurisdiction. including arrangements involving third-country entities. requirements.

Al / Automated Decision Al is increasingly used for scoring, NLP, anomaly detection and analyst Al is not itself mandated by AMLR, but more complex risk-based Technology needs governed Al/decision orchestration: explainability,

Governance assistance; automation remains predominantly rules/workflow based. processes increase the value of automation. model lineage, human accountability, guardrails and auditability. . / ’

. Low change Largely supported by today's mature AML platforms Represents a material change in architecture or operating model

' Medium change Requires meaningful enhancement/integration Not explicit regulatory requirement, but increasingly important to achieve the regulatory outcome effectively




What technology capabilities
does an AML platform need

to provide to support the
future operating model? < >

Technology
capability shift

Risk engine

Customer
intelligence

Entity

intelligence

Detection
engine

Data
architecture

Decisioning

From

Static/periodic risk
scoring

KYC record

Entity resolution for
KYC

Rules + scenarios

Integrated
applications

Human-led workflow

To

Dynamic risk
intelligence & control
orchestration

Continuously updated
customer intelligence

Network/relationship
intelligence

Contextual +
behavioural detection

Shared AML
intelligence/data layer

Intelligent decision
orchestration with
governed automation

Technology change required reflects SymphonyAl's
assessment of the likely scale of technology
enhancement institutions may need to support
effective implementation of AMLR requirements and
emerging AMLA guidance. It is based on the breadth
of affected technology capabilities and the extent to
which existing systems may require enhancement or
integration.

Meet AMLA regulatory
deadlines with confidence.

Align priorities, technical
requirements and data with
clear accountability and
minimal system disruption.

What the matrix tells us

The technology impact of AMLA is unlikely to be
confined to individual compliance systems or
processes. Across the framework, a broader direction
of change is emerging - risk information needs to
connect more directly with customer due diligence,
monitoring, investigation and control decisions.

For example, Articles 28(1), 19(9), 16(4) and 17(3) final
draft RTS published by AMLA on 1 October 2026
provide greater specificity around risk-sensitive
customer due diligence, the identification of linked
transactions, and group-wide governance, risk
management and information sharing. At the same
time, AMLA remains technology-neutral: the standards
define regulatory outcomes and requirements, not the
architecture institutions should use to achieve them.



Executive insight

The technology challenge is for data, risk
assessment, monitoring, investigation and controls
to work together closely enough to support a more
consistent, risk-sensitive and demonstrable
compliance model.

The matrix points to five areas of technology
transformation that deserve particular attention.

1 From periodic risk

assessment to dynamic risk-

to-control orchestration

The risk-based approach sits at the center of the
new framework. Risk should influence the nature,
scope, frequency and intensity of customer due

diligence and ongoing monitoring. AMLA's final CDD

RTS further specifies how CDD should be applied
proportionately across different levels of risk.

The technology implication is potentially significant.

In many institutions, customer risk scoring, CDD,
enhanced due diligence and monitoring operate
through connected but distinct processes. Risk may
determine an initial workflow or review frequency
without necessarily changing controls dynamically
as new information emerges.

A more responsive model connects changes in risk
more directly to changes in controls

Technology shift

Periodic risk scoring and separately configured

From
controls

Dynamic risk intelligence capable of informing
To CDD, EDD, monitoring and review controls as
relevant risk changes.

This does not mean every change in risk requires an

automated control response. Rather, technology

should make it possible to identify material changes,
reassess risk and apply the appropriate control with
clear governance and human oversight.

What MLROs should evaluate

e How quickly material changes in customer or
business risk are reflected in risk assessments.

Whether changes in risk can trigger appropriate
CDD, EDD or monitoring actions.

Whether the rationale connecting risk - control -
decision can be demonstrated.

How much manual intervention is required to
keep risk assessments and controls aligned.

READINESS TEST

When risk changes, how
quickly can our controls
change with it?




2 From isolated records to

Technology shift What MLROs should evaluate
e Whether customer and beneficial ownership

connected customer, entity
and transaction intelligence

AMLA's requirements increasingly depend on
understanding context and relationships, rather than
viewing customers or transactions solely as
individual records.

CDD requires institutions to understand customers
and beneficial ownership structures. The final Article
19(9) RTS adds greater specificity around
identifying linked transactions, an important
safeguard against attempts to circumvent CDD
thresholds by dividing activity across multiple
transactions.

Traditional AML architectures often hold customer,
ownership, account and transaction information
across different applications. Entity resolution may
support KYC or screening, while transaction
aggregation may rely on predefined customer or
account relationships.

The emerging requirement is for stronger
connectivity across those data points.

Customer, ownership and transaction records
analyzed largely within individual processes

From

Connected intelligence capable of identifying
To relationships across customers, beneficial owners,
entities, accounts, counterparties and activity

For linked transactions in particular, the implication
goes beyond simple transaction aggregation.

Institutions may need to identify relevant connections
across transactions and parties that would be difficult
to recognize when activity is assessed in isolation.

information can be connected across systems.

Whether relationships between customers,
entities, accounts and counterparties are visible.

Whether potentially linked activity can be
identified beyond straightforward account-level
aggregation.

Whether the source and lineage of relationship
information can be demonstrated.

READINESS TEST

Can we see the relationship
behind the activity, or only the
individual records?




3 From scenario-based
monitoring to contextual
detection and investigation

Ongoing monitoring remains fundamental to
understanding whether activity is consistent with the
institution's knowledge of the customer, their
business and their risk profile.

This places pressure on monitoring approaches that
assess transactions primarily against scenarios or
thresholds without sufficient customer and
relationship context.

The technology opportunity is to combine
transaction and activity monitoring with customer
risk, expected behaviour, historical activity, entity
relationships and other relevant information.

Technology shift

Transaction- and scenario-centric detection

From ) ) i
followed by manual information gathering
Contextual detection and investigation supported
To by connected customer, transaction, entity,

network and risk intelligence.

The same principle extends into investigations.
Where analysts currently assemble information from
multiple systems after an alert has been generated, a
more connected architecture can bring relevant

evidence and context together around the case.

That can improve not only efficiency but also the
consistency and explainability of decisions.

What MLROs should evaluate

e Whether monitoring decisions incorporate
relevant customer and risk context.

How effectively monitoring identifies changes
from expected behaviour.

How much information investigators must
manually assemble after an alert.

Whether investigators can see the evidence and
relationships underlying a detection.

Whether decisions remain traceable from alert
through investigation to outcome.

READINESS TEST

Are we detecting isolated
events, or understanding
activity in the context of the
customer and their
relationships?




4 From fragmented

Technology shift What MLROs should evaluate
e Whether the group can establish a consolidated

applications to shared,
group-wide risk intelligence

AMLA's final draft RTS on group-wide requirements
under Articles 16(4) and 17(3) of the AMLR make this
area particularly important.

The standards address minimum requirements for
effective group-wide AML/CFT arrangements, including
governance, risk management, internal controls and
secure information sharing. They also cover
arrangements involving branches and subsidiaries in
third countries.

For complex financial groups, this creates a technology
challenge: how to achieve group-wide consistency
while accommodating legitimate local variation.

Many institutions operate group AML frameworks while
customer data, monitoring systems, policies and
controls remain distributed across legal entities,
jurisdictions and technology platforms.

The answer is not necessarily to replace those systems
with one central platform. The technology requirement
is the ability to establish common intelligence,
standards and oversight across them.

Locally integrated applications and entity-specific
AML environments

From

Shared or federated AML intelligence that supports
To group-wide risk visibility, common controls and

secure information sharing while accommodating

jurisdiction-specific requirements

Information sharing is particularly important. The
objective is not unrestricted movement of data

across the group, but controlled, permissioned and
traceable access to relevant information, subject to
applicable legal and confidentiality constraints.

view of relevant financial crime risk.

Whether customer, risk and control information
can be shared securely where permitted.

Whether common policies and controls can be
implemented while preserving necessary local
requirements.

Whether data lineage and access permissions
remain visible across entities.

Whether group oversight depends on manual
consolidation from multiple systems.

READINESS TEST

Can we achieve group-wide
consistency and visibility without
losing jurisdictional control?




5 From demonstrating

Technology shift What MLROs should evaluate
e Whether the institution can explain why a

activity to demonstrating
effectiveness

AMLA reinforces the importance of being able to
demonstrate how risk has been assessed, how controls
have been applied and how decisions have been
reached.

That has implications for governance, auditability and
management information.

Traditional compliance reporting frequently focuses on
operational activity: alert volumes, investigation
volumes, ageing, productivity and service levels. These
remain important, but they do not necessarily
demonstrate whether controls are appropriate for the
risks they are intended to mitigate or whether they are
producing effective outcomes.

Evidence that compliance processes have been
performed

From

Evidence of how risk, controls, decisions and
To outcomes connect and whether controls are
operating effectively

This requires stronger provenance across the
compliance lifecycle: risk assessments, data and
evidence, rule and model versions, control decisions,
analyst actions, approvals, exceptions and outcomes.
As automation and Al play a greater role, this

becomes even more important. AMLR does not
mandate Al, but where institutions choose to
automate decisions or analysis, governance,
explainability, human accountability and auditability
become critical safeguards.

10

particular control was applied.

Whether rule, model and policy changes are
versioned and traceable.

Whether management information measures
control effectiveness as well as operational
activity.

Whether evidence supporting decisions can be

reconstructed.

Whether automated or Al-assisted decisions
remain governed and subject to appropriate
human oversight.

READINESS TEST

Can we demonstrate not only
that our controls operate, but
that they are appropriate to the
risk and effective?




The technology architecture is
becoming more connected

Technology
dimension

Risk

Customer

Entity & activity

Detection &
investigation

Data architecture

Governance

Decisioning

From

Periodic risk scoring

Periodically refreshed
KYC record

Isolated customer,
entity and transaction
views

Rules, scenarios and
manual context
gathering

Integrated but
fragmented
applications

Process and activity
reporting

Human-led workflows

Toward

Dynamic risk intelligence
and control
orchestration

Continuously updated
customer intelligence

Connected relationship
and activity intelligence

Contextual detection
and investigation
intelligence

Shared/federated AML
data and intelligence

Decision provenance
and control-
effectiveness evidence

Governed intelligent
orchestration and
automation

EXECUTIVE PERSPECTIVE

It is important to distinguish between regulatory requirements
and the technology response.

AMLA and AMLR do not prescribe a particular AML technology
architecture, nor do they require institutions to implement
continuous processing, graph analytics, behavioral models or Al.
These are potential technology responses that institutions may
consider when determining how best to meet the regulatory
requirements and outcomes.

The objective is therefore to build an architecture capable of
applying financial crime controls:

M Consistently, proportionately and promptly

Across relevant entities and jurisdictions

4
M  With sufficient flexibility to respond as risk changes
4

With evidence of how decisions were reached and controls
applied

For some institutions, existing platforms may already provide
much of that capability. For others, fragmented data, periodic risk
processes, disconnected controls and manual information
gathering may expose areas requiring greater integration or
modernization.




FINAL PERSPECTIVE

AMLA readiness is also a technology architecture question.

AMLA's first final draft RTS on customer due diligence, business
relationships and linked transactions, and group-wide requirements provide
greater clarity on how important parts of the new framework will operate in
practice. They also reinforce a broader direction already visible across
AMLR: greater consistency across the EU while fostering an effective and
proportionate risk-based approach.

For technology, that creates a corresponding challenge.

Customer data cannot remain disconnected from risk assessment. Risk
assessment cannot remain disconnected from monitoring. Monitoring
cannot remain disconnected from investigations. And decisions increasingly
need to be supported by traceable evidence and governance.

The solution is a more connected financial crime technology architecture in
which data, intelligence, risk, controls and decisions work together across
the compliance lifecycle.

For MLROs,
the readiness
question Is:

Can our technology operating model adapt
as risk changes, apply controls consistently
and demonstrate why those controls and
decisions are appropriate?



Methodology and regulatory status

This matrix is based on:

* Regulation (EU) 2024/1624, the EU Anti-Money Laundering Regulation
(AMLR)

+ Regulation (EU) 2024/1620 establishing the Authority for Anti-Money
Laundering and Countering the Financing of Terrorism (AMLA)

* Relevant AMLA regulatory instruments, final reports and public consultation
materials available as of 1 October 2026

The technology change assessment represents SymphonyAl's analysis of the
likely technology implications for financial institutions. It does not represent
formal requirements, ratings or guidance issued by AMLA or another EU
institution.

On 1 October 2026, containing draft
Regulatory Technical Standards (RTS) covering customer due diligence under
Article 28(1) AMLR; business relationships, occasional and linked transactions
and lower thresholds under Article 19(9) AMLR; and group-wide minimum
requirements and additional measures under Articles 16(4) and 17(3) AMLR.
These final draft RTS have been submitted to the European Commission for
adoption. They are not yet applicable EU law and may be subject to further
stages of the EU adoption process before publication in the Official Journal.

Other AMLA instruments referenced in this analysis, including guidelines that
remain in draft form or for which consultations have closed, may also change
before finalization. Institutions should assess the applicable final legal
requirements and obtain appropriate regulatory and legal advice.


https://www.amla.europa.eu/press-release-amla-finalises-key-standards-private-sector_en
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SymphonyAl helps financial institutions
modernize the technology foundations that
support AMLA readiness. Our capabilities
span customer due diligence and lifecycle
risk management, screening and
transaction monitoring, connected
customer, transaction and entity
intelligence, investigations and regulatory
reporting, and transparent governance and
auditability.

Through Al, advanced analytics and
intelligent automation — with human
oversight embedded into decision-making
— we help institutions apply risk-based
controls more consistently, improve
operational effectiveness, and adapt as
regulatory requirements evolve.
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with us today to discuss your AMLA technology priorities
and how SymphonyAl can support your technology readiness journey.
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About SymphonyAl

SymphonyAl, is building the leading enterprise Al SaaS
company for digital transformation across the most critical and
resilient growth verticals, including retail, consumer packaged
goods, finance, manufacturing, media, and IT/enterprise service
management. SymphonyAl verticals have 2000 leading
enterprises as clients globally. Since its founding in 2017,
SymphonyAl has grown rapidly to 3,000 talented leaders, data
scientists, and other professionals. SymphonyAl is an SAl Group
company, backed by a $1 billion commitment from Dr. Romesh
Wadhwani, a successful entrepreneur and philanthropist.

SymphonyAl provides Al-focused SaaS solutions developed
from the ground up for fighting financial crime. An end-to-end
offering compiled from more than 25 years of knowledge in
tackling money laundering and fraud, our award-winning product
ecosystem comprises an innovative and modern approach to
financial crime investigation using world-leading predictive and
gen Al. From KYC/CDD and transaction monitoring through to
payments fraud, entity resolution, and sanctions, PEP, and
adverse media screening, SymphonyAl is a trusted name in
finance technology with more than a third of the world's top 100
banks enjoying the power, efficiency, effectiveness and
productivity that our solutions provide.
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