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1. Executive summary
This is Chartis’ first dedicated report covering Know Your Customer (KYC) and anti-money
laundering (AML) data solutions. It outlines the key trends and dynamics in the market and
provides a snapshot of the vendor landscape.
Good quality data is the foundation of accurate and
reliable KYC/AML compliance processes. To keep
up with regulatory requirements and avoid fines
and reputational damage, financial institutions
(FIs) must ensure that the entities they interact
with1 are not a risk to their business. And the data
they consult must be accurate, easily accessible,
consistent, secure and regularly updated. To
speed up their decision-making, FIs have invested
heavily in sophisticated compliance teams, and
in technologies such as machine learning (ML),
‘fuzzy’ logic tools, natural language processing
(NLP) and analytics to clean and process large
volumes of data.

vendors provide information about the largest
number of entities across several jurisdictions, and
offer a flexible method by which FIs can smoothly
ingest this data into their KYC processes.

Despite these moves, for many FIs, accurately
deciding who they can and should do business
still carries significant implications in terms of
cost, time and resources. Regulatory compliance
is a demanding and complex task, given
the inconsistencies in rules across different
jurisdictions and the sheer volume and scale
of client data that many firms must manage.
Compounding the problem, information may
be outdated, inaccurate, duplicated or of
insufficient granularity.

This report uses Chartis’ RiskTech Quadrant© to
explain the structure of the market. The RiskTech
Quadrant© uses a comprehensive methodology of
in-depth independent research and a clear scoring
system to explain which technology solutions meet
an organization’s needs. The RiskTech Quadrant©
does not simply describe one technology solution
as the best risk-management solution; rather,
it has a sophisticated ranking methodology to
explain which solutions would be best for buyers,
depending on their implementation strategies.

In this report we explore these challenges further,
and consider the strategies FIs can employ to
manage them. We also examine the processes FIs
and technology vendors deploy to source, clean,
manage and deliver their KYC/AML data, and
the role of technologies such as ML in improving
speed and efficiency of analysis and processes.
(Note that we focus on vendors that provide raw
and enriched KYC/AML data rather than data
management software tools.)

This report covers the following providers of KYC/
AML data solutions: Accuity, Bureau van Dijk,2
ComplyAdvantage, Dow Jones, GBG, IHS Markit,
Know Your Customer, Kroll, LexisNexis Risk
Solutions, NominoData, RDC,3 Refinitiv, SWIFT,
Syncsort and TransparINT.

Reflecting the diversity of FIs’ requirements,
the market for KYC/AML data is complex, with a
mixture of leading providers and smaller players
supplying a variety of data types tailored to specific
regions, business lines and processes. While most
of the data they provide is publicly available and
relatively easy to access, some vendors provide
a convenient service of ‘tuning’ data sets to suit
each FI’s requirements. Typically, the biggest
1
2
3

Providing large volumes of data is not the only path
to success for KYC/AML compliance solutions,
however. Acquiring more proprietary data is
one of the most effective paths to profitability
in risk technology, and is encouraging vendors
to specialize. Those that specialize in specific
types of data (such as ID data, negative news
and biometrics) can establish themselves as the
industry standard for that type of information.

We aim to provide as comprehensive a view of the
vendor landscape as possible within the context of
our research. Note, however, that not all vendors
we approached responded to our requests for
briefings, and some declined to participate in our
research.

And often the customers and relationships of these entities in turn, as in ‘Know Your Customer’s Customer’ (KYCC).
A Moody’s Analytics company.
Note that RDC was acquired by Moody’s in January 2020.
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2. Market landscape
Context
Large volumes of high-quality data are
integral to KYC/AML compliance

risk. As a result, FIs end up reviewing thousands
of cases unnecessarily, driving up costs and
concentrating resources in the wrong areas.
Data in the KYC/AML lifecycle

Accurate and reliable KYC/AML compliance
processes depend on good quality data. To
comply with regulations and avoid fines and
reputational damage, FIs must ensure that the
data they consult meets several criteria – it must
be accurate, easily accessible, consistent, secure
and regularly updated. Data is everywhere across
today’s KYC/AML landscape, and firms use data
sources at different points over the course of the
KYC process, depending on their requirements.
And once customers are verified, their client data
must be kept fully updated.

The AML/KYC process
To ensure that prospective customers – whether
individuals or firms – are who they say they are,
FIs verify their identities from documents such as
national IDs or passports. Depending on the size
of the FI, this check can be a paper-based or digital
process.
• For individuals, the check will include name,
date of birth, address and identification number,
and can also involve biometrics such as facial or
fingerprint recognition.
• For corporate entities it often involves an
analysis of their structure, holdings and related
counterparties, including ultimate beneficial
owners (UBOs), the people behind a company
who ultimately profit from it.
Once an identity is established, a team of analysts
manually verifies the submitted documents and
assigns a risk factor to the customer, based on
predictions from the available data. The customer
risk-rating models used by most FIs analyze inputs
such as a customer’s occupation, salary and
the banking products they use, which are then
weighted to calculate a risk-rating score. Based on
the results, FIs then decide whether to onboard
the customer. If the risk rating is high, the client
will be persistently and closely monitored. If the
risk rating is low, the client will still be monitored
but not as diligently.
In many instances the scores can be inaccurate
– failing to detect some high-risk customers and
mis-categorizing many low-risk customers as high-

To guarantee accurate risk profiles for their retail
and corporate customers, FIs’ existing compliance
processes involve many manual, repetitive
and data-intensive tasks. Onboarding – a timeconsuming and expensive process that depends
on a large volume of accurate and robust data – is
typically the most challenging element of the KYC
process. To shorten the time it takes to make a
decision, FIs use various external data sources
during the onboarding and ongoing monitoring of
customers (see Figure 1).
The rapid rate of growth in data makes the
management and analysis of it an increasingly
complex and demanding job. To manage complex
and repetitive problems such as entity resolution
and reducing false positives, and to mitigate
the risks of multibillion-dollar fines from noncompliance, many FIs are willing to invest heavily
in AML and KYC technology solutions. However,
the technology has limits and there must be
accountability for complex decisions, so FIs build
large compliance teams to address these issues.
How FIs source and clean KYC/AML data
To clean and process large volumes of data, FIs
have invested heavily in building large compliance
teams, and in technologies and analytics. When
sourcing KYC/AML data to screen a potential
customer (to establish and verify their identity
and the related risks of conducting business
with them), FIs rely heavily on publicly available
information. This is often collected from registries
or other sources that are independent of the
counterparty itself.
Data-cleaning processes occur either in-house or
through an outsourcing service provided by third
parties, which is then verified by FIs’ compliance
teams. Often, when FIs assess a person or an
entity, information can be viewed and stored in
multiple and overlapping ways within a single
system. Sifting through the vast amounts of
information to streamline internal compliance can
be a labor-intensive and costly process. To save
time and reduce costs, FIs can standardize the
data and identify all records that point to the same
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Figure 1: FIs reach out to many data sources in the KYC process
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This diagram illustrates the points in a KYC process at which an institution will reach out to external data sources (shown in purple). Other colors indicate the specific
focus of a process: corporate, retail, or both.
Source: Chartis Research

entity within and across data sources, automating
data deduplication and record linkage.
Entity resolution and graph analytics, for example,
can reduce the number of overall duplicate
data feeds, and identify connections between
customers. Deduplication can be performed
by measuring the ‘distance’ between entities
to determine whether tightly clustered entities
are the same thing. Links between records and
references can be considered as ‘edges’ between
entities. By, say, assessing how tightly grouped
a given dataset is, KYC analysts can judge the
likelihood that an individual is the one in question4.

The challenges
Given the complexity of the data and processes
involved, FIs face a number of challenges in
understanding the risks associated with individuals
and businesses. The information they use may be
4

Data gathering – taking cues from credit
The earliest financial data sets relied on transactional history:
monitoring debts and defaults. This has typically provided a
strong resource for identifying and determining individuals
and institutions, specifically in the retail area. Most retail KYC/
AML data has taken cues from these credit data suppliers,
many of which have existed for decades. This dynamic is
particularly strong in the US, where credit scoring institutions
have established strong market positions and exist as durable
parts of the financial ecosystem. Much of the quest for reliable
data involves attempts to find analogues that are as reliable and
informative as transaction data and credit history.

outdated, for example, or inaccurate, duplicate,
or not granular enough. And the penalties for
failed AML controls and sanctions violations are
severe, sometimes resulting in multi-milliondollar fines. Achieving regulatory compliance is
a demanding and complex task, especially given

For further information on this topic, see the Chartis report ‘Spotlight on Graph Analytics in Finance’.
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the inconsistencies in rules across different
jurisdictions and the volume and scale of client
data that many firms must manage.
Key challenges for FIs include:
• Data volumes. The sheer volume of KYC
documentation and data that FIs must collect
and process creates significant time and cost
burdens. Identifying and verifying all data
sources that are relevant to financial crime is
particularly time-consuming and repetitive.
Further challenges arise because data on global
sanctions and politically exposed persons (PEPs)
changes constantly as new names are added to
sanctions lists, on what seems like a daily basis.
Indeed, to maintain up-to-date PEP screening
and comply with current KYC laws, as well as
the Fourth Anti-Money Laundering Directive, FIs
must constantly screen against the latest data
entries, while complying with internal, domestic
and international watchlist enforcement
regulations. In this context, sanctions and
PEP screening are especially prone to high
false-positive alerts due to the number of lists,
spellings, multiple aliases and diverse global
character sets in existence. ‘Bad data’, in the
form of duplicate records, inconsistent data
formats, and misplaced customer names in nonname fields, is at the centre of false positives,
and resolving the issue can be highly complex.
• Unscalable and bottlenecked processes.
Sifting through vast amounts of data, along with
the various checks and resources required during
onboarding and ongoing monitoring of entities,
creates a process that FIs struggle to scale fast
enough to meet demand. This then creates
bottlenecks within workflows, because not all
checks can be automated. Decisions, especially
more difficult ones, are typically reviewed by a
compliance expert before they are confirmed.
This need for a human element in the checking
and validation process cannot be removed
entirely from the KYC/AML process chain. This
leads to further bottlenecks, as cases become
backlogged with busy compliance officers who
cannot manage their workflow fast enough.
Crucially, the more complex problems in KYC data
are the ones that technology cannot address alone.
The strongest benefits and the ‘quick wins’ for
technology are typically found in areas that can
be easily automated, such as repetitive tasks. A
priority for FIs, therefore, is to shift compliance
teams’ time and focus away from these tasks
and toward more complex problems that require
human intervention.
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3. Vendor landscape
Overview
In this section we examine the variety of KYC/AML
data solutions vendors offer to help FIs meet their
data and process challenges, and identify some of
the challenges vendors themselves face. We also
provide a view of the vendor landscape, using the
RiskTech Quadrant® and vendor capabilities table.
Reflecting the diversity of FIs’ requirements, the
market for KYC/AML data is broad and complex,
with a mixture of leading providers and smaller
players supplying a variety of data tailored to
specific regions, business lines and processes.
When choosing a data provider and building a robust
financial compliance program, FIs must consider
how vendors gather, clean and deliver their data.

How vendors gather data
Vendors gather their data in three main ways:
• From free or publicly available sources.
• Via their own services.
• By trading proprietary data.

Accessing free or publicly available data sources
For initial onboarding and customer analysis,
vendors access their data largely through publicly
available registries. Different vendors have varying
strengths in their geographical coverage, and each
jurisdiction presents its own opportunities and
challenges. The geographical landscape of publicly
available data is very diverse in terms of how much
data is available and how reliable it is (see Table 1).
A lack of standardization on AML regulations has led
to different approaches and interpretations of KYC/
AML policy. Navigating the regulatory requirements
around data availability in each jurisdiction is a
key issue for vendors as they attempt to access,
prepare and deliver data to their clients.
Jurisdictional challenges and emerging markets
Corporate information can be incomplete or missing
in many jurisdictions, depending on their specific
laws and autonomy. Many countries, including
Switzerland, Turkey, Russia and Saudi Arabia, have
not introduced a UBO register, nor have they any
plans to do so. In the US, registrations of shell

companies designed to avoid or minimize taxes,
or even hide illicit monies, are on the increase in
states like Delaware, Nevada and Wyoming, where
regulations are relatively lax. Without transparency
around beneficial ownership, illicit financial flows
related to tax evasion, money laundering, corruption
and terrorism financing can flourish more freely. In
a world with mixed standards, entities that engage
in illicit financial flows will naturally gravitate toward
jurisdictions with lax laws around registering
beneficial ownership.

The data protection and privacy conflict in the EU and the US
There is an inherent conflict between the desire to tackle AML and
the need to ensure data privacy. To tackle AML, FIs must share
and analyze reams of data, while data privacy regulations call for
stricter controls around how data is collected and processed.
And when it comes to data protection there is a crucial difference
between geographical areas like the US and the EU. Europe’s
General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), which came into
force in May 2018, restricts how businesses acquire and manage
customer data. Although GDPR is designed to protect the privacy
of EU individuals, it applies to all companies that process or control
the personal information of EU residents, regardless of where those
companies are located. Whether it has succeeded or not, GDPR has
attempted to put individual rights before business interests.
US regulators, on the other hand, have typically been more
concerned with the integrity of data as a commercial asset,
because there is a history of systematic data collection in the
country. In general, there is a consensus that privacy laws in the
US have been, and continue to be, drafted and enforced in line
with the interests of large businesses. In the US there is currently
no central federal data privacy law1, like the EU’s GDPR. Instead
there are sector-specific data protection laws and regulations,
which work together with state-level legislation.
The California Consumer Privacy Act (CCPA), which came into
effect on 1 January 2020, is the most sweeping state consumer
privacy law enacted to date. Like GDPR, CCPA requires businesses
to take appropriate security measures to protect data, and grants
consumers several rights: to request access to the data that has
been collected about them, to ask for it to be deleted, and to opt
out of any agreement whereby their data is sold to third parties.
By reconciling the differences between state and federal
requirements, regulators could provide greater protection of data
and individuals’ privacy, and help companies address competing
legislative requirements across states.
See, for example, https://www.cfr.org/report/reforming-us-approach-dataprotection
1
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Table 1: Publicly available data across the world

UK/EU

In the UK, Companies House provides free and readily available information about the more than
4 million limited companies registered in the UK, making it a comprehensive public register. As
this data is available under an open data license it can be reused by organizations and individuals
with no restrictions.
Companies House and other EU data sources for corporate information represent something
of a ‘gold standard’ for corporate transparency. The UK register’s data is free to search and
access, and information can be used as open data. The ability to easily connect open or publicly
available data with global data about beneficial ownership is key to realizing data’s strong
potential in exposing transactional networks of illicit financial flows. This is because the ability
to link beneficial ownership information from around the world is critical to breaking the chain
of corporate structures used to launder mon=ey. These structures typically involve layers of legal
distance between beneficial owners and their assets. The layers are placed strategically across
jurisdictions, as it is harder for analysts to access information that crosses national boundaries.
This trend – linking beneficial ownership information from around the world – is likely to
continue. EU member states are required to implement centralized bank account registries by
September 2020, which must grant access to authorities preventing money laundering and
terrorist financing. Following the Panama Papers scandal in 2016, the Paradise Papers scandal
in 2017, the EU’s Fourth Anti-Money Laundering Directive in 2017, and the UK’s Registration of
Overseas Territories Bill in 2018, more countries now have beneficial ownership registration,
specifically to meet demands for measures to fight money laundering. As countries publish the
beneficial owners of firms registered in their jurisdictions, the transparency criteria set out in the
EU directive to mitigate corruption, financial crime and terrorist financing can be strengthened.

US

Asia-Pacific/
Rest of the
World

While company registries are available, the amount of information about US corporations
varies according to State law, and in many cases detailed disclosure is optional. Information on
publicly traded companies is available, because they are obliged to register and file documents
electronically with the Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC). Acquiring information on nonpublicly traded companies is more time-consuming, however, because it requires knowledge of
where the firm is incorporated.
Driven by global initiatives from the Financial Action Task Force (FATF), and key global events such
as the impact of the Panama Papers scandal in Hong Kong, regulators across the region have
strengthened AML and corporate disclosure laws. Registries such as the Hong Kong Companies
Registry, the Asia-Pacific Network Information Centre and Singapore’s Accounting and Corporate
Regulatory Authority are just some of the vital sources of free information that firms can use
to identify entities. However, there may be challenges (such as language transcription issues)
in surfacing data from each country’s public registries and in verifying inaccurate or duplicate
identities. Because of the huge populations in China and India, for example, large numbers of
people often have the same identifying information (such as names and birth dates). Consequently,
sifting through the volumes of data involved can be incredibly time-consuming.

Source: Chartis Research

Using their own data-gathering services
Some data vendors have aggregated their own
proprietary databases with a variety of other
information, from names, addresses and relationship
data to behavioral and biometric data. These vendors
try to capture people’s online interactions in real
time, gathering data from browsers, operating
systems and websites, and collecting clickstream
data including time of visit and content viewed.
By developing their own data-gathering services

vendors are often able to meet the specific
requirements of FIs’ different business lines.

Trading in proprietary data
Vendors can also gather data by trading it among
themselves. The convenience of data access is
important for FIs, but vendors themselves often
benefit from access to packaged, ‘ready-toeat’ data. As a result, much of the data-vendor
landscape can work as a complex, interrelated
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ecosystem. Vendor A may have a partnership with
Vendor B, which may be processing data from
Vendor C, which is also connected to Vendor D
(see Figure 2). Passing data back and forth in this
way raises interesting questions about what we
consider to be ‘proprietary’ data. The final product
delivered to an FI may be an amalgam of public
data, the selling vendor’s own data and cleaning
services, and other vendors’ data.

To illustrate the challenges, Figure 3 shows what
multiple data sets may look like within an FI. Data
sets may include typos or broken data (which
could be replicated across multiple data sets),
different ways of presenting the same information,
or outdated information (such as old addresses).
For many data vendors, rationalizing these into a
trusted source of information is profoundly difficult.

Figure 2: Firms can trade data among
themselves
Vendor A

Vendor E

Vendor D

Vendor B

Vendor C

Source: Chartis Research

How data is cleaned
There are three areas to consider when analyzing
how KYC/AML data is processed and made
‘consumable’: how vendors process it, how FIs
themselves process it, and how firms ensure that
data is consistent between the two parties.

Data processing by vendors
Vendors process their own data via their datagathering services and/or as they trade propriety
data. This has its own specific challenges (around
the context of the data, as well as its volume and
accuracy), depending on the type of data they have
decided to focus on (sanctions data, for example,
or negative news or biometrics).

Data processing by FIs
One of the biggest challenges facing FIs is how to
reconcile different data sources. How institutions
store, validate and normalize their own data tends
to vary, even within single institutions. FIs will
have multiple ways of recording and processing
similar types of information. Even within internal

11

systems, a customer may have several different
unique identifiers, so for FIs, being able to connect
all data sources to create a comprehensive view
of customers and entities is essential. By having
unique enterprise-wide identifiers, FIs can prevent
duplicate data from being entered into the system.
This can then reduce the need to reconcile data
errors, which is typically costly and time-consuming.

Data deduplication is one technique FIs can use
to eliminate duplicate copies of repeating data.
It plays an integral role in reducing the need to
reconcile data errors, which is typically a costly
and time-consuming exercise. Figure 4 illustrates
the adoption of a single customer identifier across
impacted systems containing duplicate customer
records. In the deduplication process, unique
chunks of repeated patterns of data are identified
and stored across system files to cluster duplicate
or similar content. In the analysis process, other
chunks are compared to the stored copy, and
whenever a match occurs, content is separated to
point to the stored chunk.

Figure 3: Resolving different data sets that contain the same
underlying information
First name
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Last name
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Source: Chartis Research
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Figure 4: Deduplication of biometric, entity, written and corporate information

Deduplication reduces the amount of stored data

Source: Chartis Research

Reconciling and resolving data from vendors
and FIs
FIs and vendors have their own ways of processing
data, but there is of course no guarantee that an
entity in the vendor’s data set corresponds exactly
with one in the institution’s, nor that disparities
between data sets can be resolved and cleaned.
The process of reconciling data tends to vary by
FI, but data vendors have generally tended to
focus on providing data as quickly and conveniently
as possible, without much customization. So
reconciliation is often handled by bespoke thirdparty vendors that specialize in data cleaning and
entity resolution.
However, some data vendors have implemented
workflow processes for modifying, organizing
and validating data within institutions using
an application programming interface (API) or
workflow. This can be used more effectively to
alter data to suit a FI’s preferences, and speed up
the resolution process (see Figure 5).
Figure 5: The data resolution process

External
data

API

FI data

Resolution process
Combined/
resolved
data
Source: Chartis Research

Capturing the shift outward
FIs are progressively shifting time-consuming processes outside
their own systems, whether through cloud delivery, business
process outsourcing (BPO) or an increased reliance on third-party
data. Each institution has its own standardized way of cleaning
and organizing data.
Screening is a fundamental pillar of KYC/AML compliance, and
FIs should have an embedded workflow engine and tools, which
can be fully customized by the compliance team itself. Customerscreening services should combine access to comprehensive data
with efficient workflow tools to give FIs flexibility when identifying
beneficial ownership information for a wide range of regulatory
reporting frameworks.
The lifecycle applications of KYC and due-diligence processes
– whether during onboarding or ongoing monitoring – tend to
involve a high level of manual effort and supervision from various
teams across the organization. In Chartis’ opinion, vendors should
provide workflow tools for FIs to perform their own validation and
cleaning processes in the most convenient way. By establishing a
standardized gateway to process data, FIs can have a convenient
way to amalgamate workflow tools and data, ensuring that
exported data matches institutions’ business requirements.

Delivering data – challenges
that vendors face
Privacy
Many financial intermediaries (such as credit
companies, credit scoring companies, FinTechs,
and retail and corporate businesses) face
challenges in striking the right balance between
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data aggregation and data privacy. As stricter
data regulations have come into force (notably
GDPR and CCPA), vendors must be careful to
strike a balance: increase data access without
compromising data protection requirements,
and ensure that appropriate standards of
privacy and confidentiality are upheld. For FIs,
while compliance may be time-consuming,
the tightening of data regulations is less of an
issue, because they already have sophisticated
compliance departments. Vendors, however,
particularly smaller ones, may lack the same level
of compliance capability for collecting, managing
and storing KYC data. For example, firms must
explore ways to secure personal data that is
no longer associated with an existing business
relationship but that must be reserved for at least
five years to comply with AML laws. This could
create a significant compliance burden for vendors,
rather than FIs.

Data accuracy
The large and ever-growing volume of data from a
range of products, business lines and geographies
has created several challenges for FIs as they
attempt to classify customer risk and execute
required due diligence. Because data is stored in
different formats and across several platforms,
customer information can be duplicated, while the
data held in different systems is often inconsistent.
Required identification information, such as first
name, surname and address, is diverse and
unlikely to be consistent across all platforms.
Information that is outdated, inconsistent across
business lines or lacking adequate detail can
often make customer identification, transaction
monitoring and risk assessment slow and
inefficient.
Firms can assemble discrete information about
an entity in several ways, and when constructing
data and establishing the interrelationships of
data fields there may be incomplete or inaccurate
fields. To ensure the data has the correct fields
and formats and is easily digestible for their
specific clients, more and more vendors are using
statistical tools and techniques, including ML,
entity resolution and graph analytics.
Entity resolution and graph analytics
Entity resolution resolves identities and detects
relationships, using automated systems that can
scan and match large amounts of data in a timely
way, to identify customers and prevent duplicate
accounts or impersonation. Entity resolution helps

FIs comply with various KYC/AML regulations and
sanctions screening by providing higher quality
data to improve risk profiling and scoring.
Graph analytics, also known as network analysis,
is a category of tools that apply algorithms to
understand, codify and visualize relationships
between entities. Because graph analytics
techniques can reveal insights about the strength
and direction of relationships, they continue to win
market share in the high-volume, low-complexity
retail section of the market, where they are used
to manage entity resolution. Rich rules libraries for
defining complex entities are especially effective in
wholesale and corporate KYC applications.
ML and artificial intelligence
Data cleaning is one of the best use cases for
artificial intelligence (AI). It is typically a dataintensive, automation-friendly process, in which
ML can be used to tag and internalize typical ways
in which ‘incorrect’ data diverges from ‘correct’
data. Some of these approaches include:
• Fixing broken data fields. Automation and AI
can effectively standardize large volumes of data
by filling in names or addresses in a standardized
format and quickly spotting common typos or
miss-spellings.

Despite technological advances, people are still vital
In many instances, AI and ML can significantly improve efficiency
and productivity for FIs. But firms often over-estimate their
capabilities, and as with all emerging technologies, they are far
from perfect, and both have limits to their explainability and
accountability. To comply with strict regulatory requirements, FIs
must be able to validate, benchmark and demonstrate the efficacy
of AI-based tools in decision-making processes. As a result,
human validation and verification are crucial for overseeing
automated systems and making difficult decisions.
When onboarding customers and verifying their documentation,
for example, automated systems can equivocate over whether
a document and individual match. To obtain a firm ‘yes’ or ‘no’
decision, some vendors of advanced analytics solutions may
employ services arms from other third parties, containing staff
who manually check the documents that analytics cannot process.
To maximize the benefits of ML and AI, then, and to ensure
they are the best fit for the task at hand, these tools should be
combined with human intervention: good technology requires
adequate explanation and well-planned implementation. In
essence, automation and AI cannot handle everything, so many
leading data vendors have large, established data science teams.
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• Data sifting. This can include prioritizing
negative news, using techniques such as
sentiment analytics/NLP to determine whether
counterparties have engaged in criminal activity
that has been reported in the news or other
public data sets.
• Clustering before risk scoring (e.g., grouping
similar entities and applying different risk
thresholds, depending on the group).

Key dynamics in the vendor
landscape
More expansion
As FIs ingest data from ever more sources,
vendors have grown to accommodate the change,
often meeting specific requirements for different
business lines. PEPs and negative news media are
increasingly standardized parts of the KYC process,
which used to focus mainly on sanctions and
watchlist data. Many institutions now employ more
bespoke data sets, such as vessel identification
(for trade finance/AML) and device ID (for retail
banking). Some use more exotic data sets, such as
those for marijuana-related businesses (MRBs; see
below). In the US federal law prohibits federally
chartered banks from conducting business with
these firms, in conflict with some State laws that
permit the sale and distribution of marijuana.

Convenience is king
It’s important to note that much of the data
processed by vendors is not private or even
particularly difficult to access. What FIs typically
pay for is convenience. In effect, FIs can easily
do the data equivalent of going to the store and
buying the ingredients for a KYC meal – they
simply do not have the time to cook it. What they
may choose to buy is the equivalent of take-out. So
with convenience at a premium, vendors typically
‘tune’ their data sets for specific regions, business
lines and processes.

Provision and consolidation
The provision of data demonstrates strong
network effects. Effective data vendors can
reinvest money into their data-gathering and
cleaning processes to increase their coverage
of an area and client base in a virtuous cycle.
This often means that successful data firms can
become the industry-standard in a given area. In
general, the trend to acquire more proprietary data

is one of the most effective paths to profitability in
risk technology.
Consolidation is also common in the data
marketplace, as larger firms acquire smaller
ones. Essentially, because the data provided by
vendors is easily digestible and neatly packaged for
specific requirements, vendors themselves – to an
extent – are also ‘easily digestible’. Because data
businesses have well-defined boundaries and are
used to delivering packaged services, consolidating
and building data portfolio capabilities is an
effective way to establish a strong market position
and consistent profitability.
In contrast, analytics and workflow businesses are
harder to integrate, because progress in managing
complex tasks in these areas has been relatively
slow. In employing systems such as ML to manage
automated processes, for example, it is difficult to
acquire replicable and explicable responses from
often unique use cases.
Providing large amounts of propriety data is not
the only way to penetrate the market for KYC/
AML data solutions. As the diversity of data
required by FIs continues to increase, new firms
can enter the market by focusing on areas that
are under-addressed by traditional KYC/AML
solutions. Vendors could specialize in specific
geographies (such as markets in Eastern Europe
or Africa), for example, or in business lines (such
as broker-dealer and trade surveillance). A notable
and growing area addressed by several vendors
is marijuana compliance data. Many firms are
helping FIs track the risks of banking with MRBs,
and helping them comply with Bank Secrecy Act
(BSA)/AML requirements. They do this by creating
databases that contain thousands of entities and
individuals affiliated with MRBs and the relevant
supply chains.

Chartis RiskTech Quadrant® and
vendor capabilities for KYC/
AML data solutions, 2020
Quadrant commentary
By their nature, data services offerings are more
‘binary’ than analytics offerings (put bluntly, within
a given vertical you either provide data or you
don’t). As a result, vendors with strengths across
multiple data verticals tend to be emphasized in
the landscape. This is compounded by the network
effects of data acquisition, whereby market-leading
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vendors in a given data vertical tend to consolidate
their position.

Table 2: Assessment criteria for vendors of KYC/AML data solutions,
2020

In addition, the ‘convenience is king’ dynamic in
the market remains significant for acquisitions as
well as implementations. It is still relatively difficult
to effectively acquire and merge firms that focus
on analytics or workflow, because they have their
own way of doing things. A common story in the
market is one in which a large tech firm buys up
a number of smaller firms, then fails to suitably
(and profitably) integrate them, leaving the parent
company with a portfolio of disassembled pieces.
For firms in the data space, these barriers are
smaller, and integrating an acquired firm’s data
assets can lead to quick wins through APIs and
links to the acquired data set.

Completeness of offering

Market potential

Sanctions and watchlist data

Customer satisfaction

Negative news and PEPs

Market penetration

Electronic and digital ID

Growth strategy

Corporate structure

Financials

Entity relationships

Business model

Thanks to a combination of binary capabilities,
network effects, and the relative ease in bringing
together assets, the data space has historically
seen many acquisitions. Many market-leading
firms have long histories of acquisitions that
combine multiple companies. These firms
have tended to cluster in the upper right of the
quadrant.

Vertical coverage

Geographical coverage

Data management
Data interfaces
Source: Chartis Research

Figure 6 illustrates Chartis’ view of the vendor
landscape for AML/KYC data solutions. Table 2 lists
the Completeness of Offering and Market Potential
criteria we used to assess the vendors. Table 3
lists the vendor capabilities in this area, while Table
4 provides more detail on the data capabilities we
analyzed.
We should point out that, by necessity, Figure 6
represents a relatively simplified view of what in
reality is a large and complex market. In particular,
several smaller niche firms belong in the Point
Solutions and Best of Breed quadrants.
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Figure 6: RiskTech Quadrant® for KYC/AML data solutions, 2020

MARKET POTENTIAL

Best of breed

Category leaders

LexisNexis Risk Solutions

Dow Jones
Bureau van Dijk*
Kroll
GBG

ComplyAdvantage

SWIFT
RDC**

Refinitiv
Accuity

Syncsort
IHS Markit

NominoData
TransparINT

Know Your Customer

Point solutions

Enterprise solutions

COMPLETENESS OF OFFERING
* A Moody’s Analytics company
** RDC was acquired by Moody’s in January 2020
Source: Chartis Research
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Sanctions and
watchlist data

Negative news
and PEPs

Electronic and
digital ID

Corporate
structure

Entity
relationships

Geographical
coverage

Vertical
coverage

Data
management

Data
interfaces

Table 3: Vendor capabilities for KYC/AML data solutions, 2020
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**

****

***

**
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GBG

**

**

*

*

*

**

**

**

***

IHS Markit

**

**

*

**

**

**

*

**

*

Know Your Customer

**

**

*

*

**

**

**

*

**

Kroll

*

*

**

*

*

**

*

*

*

LexisNexis Risk Solutions

***

**

****

**

**

****

**

***

**

NominoData

**

**

*

*

*

*

**

**

*

RDC††

***

****

*

*

*

**

***

****

*

Refinitiv

****

***

*

***

**

***

***

**

*

SWIFT

**

*

*

***

**

****

**

**

**

Syncsort

***

*

*

*

**

**

**

**

*

*

***

*

*

*

*

*

**

*

Accuity

Dow Jones

TransparINT

Key: **** = Best-in-class capabilities; *** = Advanced capabilities; ** = Meets industry requirements; * = Partial coverage/component capability
†
A Moody’s Analytics company
††
RDC was acquired by Moody’s in January 2020
Source: Chartis Research

17

| KYC/AML Data Solutions, 2020: Market and Vendor Landscape

© Copyright Infopro Digital Services Limited 2020. All Rights Reserved

Table 4: Vendors’ data capabilities in detail

Capabilities

Key areas

Sanctions and watchlist
data. A compilation of
individual sanctions that can
be applied to individuals,
countries, groups or
companies engaging in
illegal activities. Sanctions
data is typically collated
by governments and
multilateral and regional
organizations, and falls
into several categories,
including economic,
diplomatic, military, sport
and environmental.

International sanctions lists. Used by governments around the world to restrict
or prohibit trade with foreign targets that are involved in, or suspected of being
involved in, illegal activities.

Negative news and PEPs.
Negative news or adverse
media is unfavorable
information, discovered
across various sources, that
can expose an individual’s
or an organization’s
involvement in money
laundering, financing
terrorism, financial fraud
and other illegal activities.

News sources. Includes traditional news media (such as newspapers in print
or digital), or broadcast news across media and TV, databases of international
organizations, blogs and website articles, social media and internet forums.

Regional sanctions lists. Developed by regional organizations (such as the EU,
African Union (AU), Arab League (AL), Association of Southeast Asian Nations
(ASEAN) and the Eurasian Economic Union (EEU).
Geographical area of focus (EU/US/Asia-Pacific/other).
Publicly available property registers and land registers. Lists that include
ownership of property and land rights. The amount of information recorded and
protected varies across jurisdictions. One of the largest databases in Europe, HM
Land Registry, registers and makes publicly available data about the ownership of
land and property in England and Wales.

Publicly available social media. On platforms like Facebook and Twitter.
Sentiment analysis. Sentiment analysis, or opinion mining, uses NLP learning
techniques to identify the emotional tone behind a body of text. It determines
whether a given text expresses positive, negative or neutral opinions, providing
greater insight into – among other things – company reputations, customers’
perception of new products, and brand popularity.
Event resolution. A data management process whereby news stories are searched
and analyzed across disparate data sets to find a match and/or resolve duplicates.
PEPs. A PEP is an individual who has been entrusted with a prominent public
function, and who has significant authority over policy, operations or the use
or application of government-owned sources. By virtue of their position and
influence, PEPs are generally at higher risk of being involved in bribery, corruption
and money laundering.

Electronic and digital ID. A
body of information about
an individual, organization
or electronic device that
exists online.

Facial recognition. Facial recognition is a biometric software application capable
of uniquely identifying an individual from a digital image, video frame or video
source, based on the person’s facial texture and shape.
Fingerprints. Fingerprint scanning is the most popular type of biometric
identification, involving the identification and analysis of the ridges and
bifurcations in an image of a human fingerprint. The most common sensor types
are optical, thermal and tactile, which use visible light analysis, heat-emission
analysis and pressure analysis.
Unique user behavior. Data that explains how users behave in mobile applications
or on websites, analyzing factors such as user activity, resources used, duration of
a session and geographical location.
Mobile ID. A unique customer identifier used to discern a mobile device.

18

| KYC/AML Data Solutions, 2020: Market and Vendor Landscape

© Copyright Infopro Digital Services Limited 2020. All Rights Reserved

Capabilities

Key areas

Corporate structure. Refers
to how a business’ different
departments or units are
organized to accomplish its
objectives.

Corporate relationships and hierarchies. Relationships between a company’s
different departments and units.
Legal Entity Identifiers (LEIs). The LEI is a 20-digit alphanumeric code that enables
the clear and unique identification of legal entities participating in financial
transactions. Endorsed by the G20, LEIs are a vital global transparency measure.
Financial information. Formal records that convey the financial activities and
performance of a business, person or other entity.
The Standard Industrial Classification (SIC). The SIC classifies major businesses
and industries using a four-digit code. Established by the US government in 1937
to support the analysis of economic activity across various industries, it is now
used by other government bodies (such as Companies House in the UK).

Entity relationships. The
relationships between
subsidiaries and parent
companies.

Corporate holdings. A holding company is a company that does not have any
operations, activities or other active business. Instead, it forms a corporate group
by owning assets (shares or stocks) in other companies.
Source of funds. This refers to the origins of the particular funds or assets which
are used in the transaction between a firm and its client, and the transactions
the firm is required to undertake for the client (e.g., the amounts being invested,
deposited or remitted).
Source of wealth. This refers to the origin of the customer’s entire body of wealth
(e.g., inheritance, employment, investments or ownership of a business).
UBOs and intermediaries. A beneficial owner is the individual who ultimately owns
or controls a legal entity and its arrangements. Information about the beneficial
owners of legal entities is vital in determining the real identity, true purpose
and funds of an account, and for combatting tax evasion, corruption and money
laundering.
Record of corporate actions. Corporate actions are events initiated by a company
(such as stock splits, dividends, mergers and acquisitions, rights issues and spinoffs) that might have a direct or indirect impact on shareholders. Corporate actions
can be either mandatory or voluntary. Mandatory actions are automatically applied
to the investments involved, whereas voluntary actions require an investor to
respond before they can be applied.

Geographical coverage.

North America. US, Canada and Mexico.
Europe. EU and non-EU Europe (which includes countries such as Iceland, Norway
and Albania).
Asia-Pacific. Australia, New Zealand, China, Hong Kong, Japan, Singapore, India,
Indonesia, Korea, Malaysia, Taiwan, Thailand, Vietnam and 23 other countries.
Rest of the World. The Middle East, Africa and Central and South America.
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Capabilities

Key areas

Vertical coverage. Refers to
a market that encompasses
a group of vendors
and customers that are
all interconnected in a
specific niche.

Retail. Retail banking and finance.

Data management. The
process of collecting,
storing, organizing and
processing data securely,
efficiently and costeffectively.

Data cleaning and normalization techniques. Identifying and removing or
modifying incorrect, incomplete, duplicated or irrelevant data within a database.

Data interfaces. How data
is delivered via program
interfaces, dashboards and
visual representations.

Graphical user interface (GUI) and dashboarding. A system of interactive
components (such as windows, menus, icons and links) that help users interact
with an operating system or software application.

Corporates. Corporate banking and finance.

Source: Chartis Research
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4. Appendix A: RiskTech Quadrant® methodology
Chartis is a research and advisory firm that provides technology and business advice to the global
risk management industry. Chartis provides independent market intelligence regarding market
dynamics, regulatory trends, technology trends, best practices, competitive landscapes, market
sizes, expenditure priorities, and mergers and acquisitions. Chartis’ RiskTech Quadrant® reports
are written by experienced analysts with hands-on experience of selecting, developing, and
implementing risk management systems for a variety of international companies in a range of
industries including banking, insurance, capital markets, energy, and the public sector.
Chartis’ research clients include leading financial
services firms and Fortune 500 companies, leading
consulting firms, and risk technology vendors. The
risk technology vendors that are evaluated in the
RiskTech Quadrant® reports can be Chartis clients
or firms with whom Chartis has no relationship.
Chartis evaluates all risk technology vendors using
consistent and objective criteria, regardless of
whether or not they are a Chartis client.
Where possible, risk technology vendors are given
the opportunity to correct factual errors prior to
publication, but cannot influence Chartis’ opinion.
Risk technology vendors cannot purchase or
influence positive exposure. Chartis adheres to the
highest standards of governance, independence,
and ethics.

Inclusion in the RiskTech
Quadrant®
Chartis seeks to include risk technology vendors
that have a significant presence in a given target
market. The significance may be due to market
penetration (e.g. large client-base) or innovative
solutions. Chartis does not give preference to its
own clients and does not request compensation
for inclusion in a RiskTech Quadrant® report.
Chartis utilizes detailed and domain-specific
‘vendor evaluation forms’ and briefing sessions
to collect information about each vendor. If a
vendor chooses not to respond to a Chartis vendor
evaluation form, Chartis may still include the
vendor in the report. Should this happen, Chartis
will base its opinion on direct data collated from
risk technology buyers and users, and from publicly
available sources.

Research process
The findings and analyses in the RiskTech
Quadrant® reports reflect our analysts’ considered
opinions, along with research into market trends,
participants, expenditure patterns, and best

practices. The research lifecycle usually takes
several months, and the analysis is validated
through several phases of independent verification.
Figure 7 below describes the research process.
Figure 7: RiskTech Quadrant® research process

Identify research topics
•
•
•
•
•
•

Market surveys
Client feedback
Regulatory studies
Academic studies
Conferences
Third-party information sources

Select research topics
•
•
•
•

Interviews with industry experts
Interviews with risk technology buyers
Interviews with risk technology vendors
Decision by Chartis Research Advisory Board

Data gathering
•
•
•
•

Develop detailed evaluation criteria
Vendor evaluation form
Vendor briefings and demonstrations
Risk technology buyer surveys and interviews

Evaluation of vendors and
formulation of opinion
•
•
•
•
•

Demand and supply side analysis
Apply evaluation criteria
Survey data analysis
Check references and validate vendor claims
Follow-up interviews with industry experts

Publication and updates
• Publication of report
• Ongoing scan of the marketplace
• Continued updating of the report
Source: Chartis Research
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• C
 hartis vendor evaluation forms. A detailed
set of questions covering functional and nonfunctional aspects of vendor solutions, as
well as organizational and market factors.
Chartis’ vendor evaluation forms are based on
practitioner level expertise and input from reallife risk technology projects, implementations,
and requirements analysis.
• R
 isk technology user surveys. As part of its
ongoing research cycle, Chartis systematically
surveys risk technology users and buyers,
eliciting feedback on various risk technology
vendors, satisfaction levels, and preferences.

Figure 8: RiskTech Quadrant®
Best of breed

• Interviews with subject matter experts. Once
a research domain has been selected, Chartis
undertakes comprehensive interviews and
briefing sessions with leading industry experts,
academics, and consultants on the specific
domain to provide deep insight into market
trends, vendor solutions, and evaluation criteria.
• C
 ustomer reference checks. These are
telephone and/or email checks with named
customers of selected vendors to validate
strengths and weaknesses, and to assess postsales satisfaction levels.
• V
 endor briefing sessions. These are face-toface and/or web-based briefings and product
demonstrations by risk technology vendors.
During these sessions, Chartis experts ask indepth, challenging questions to establish the real
strengths and weaknesses of each vendor.
• O
 ther third-party sources. In addition to the
above, Chartis uses other third-party sources of
information such as conferences, academic and
regulatory studies, and collaboration with leading
consulting firms and industry associations.

Evaluation criteria
The RiskTech Quadrant® (see Figure 8) evaluates
vendors on two key dimensions:
1. Completeness of offering

Category leaders

MARKET POTENTIAL

Chartis typically uses a combination of sources to
gather market intelligence. These include (but are
not limited to):

Point solutions

Enterprise solutions

COMPLETENESS OF OFFERING
Source: Chartis Research

We develop specific evaluation criteria for
each piece of quadrant research from a broad
range of overarching criteria, outlined below. By
using domain-specific criteria relevant to each
individual risk, we can ensure transparency in our
methodology, and allow readers to fully appreciate
the rationale for our analysis.

Completeness of offering
• D
 epth of functionality. The level of
sophistication and amount of detailed features in
the software product (e.g. advanced risk models,
detailed and flexible workflow, domain-specific
content). Aspects assessed include: innovative
functionality, practical relevance of features,
user-friendliness, flexibility, and embedded
intellectual property. High scores are given to
those firms that achieve an appropriate balance
between sophistication and user-friendliness. In
addition, functionality linking risk to performance
is given a positive score.

2. Market potential
• B
 readth of functionality. The spectrum of
requirements covered as part of an enterprise
risk management system. This will vary for
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each subject area, but special attention will
be given to functionality covering regulatory
requirements, multiple risk classes, multiple
asset classes, multiple business lines, and
multiple user types (e.g. risk analyst, business
manager, CRO, CFO, Compliance Officer).
Functionality within risk management systems
and integration between front-office (customerfacing) and middle/back office (compliance,
supervisory, and governance) risk management
systems are also considered.
• D
 ata management and technology
infrastructure. The ability of risk management
systems to interact with other systems and
handle large volumes of data is considered to
be very important. Data quality is often cited
as a critical success factor and ease of data
access, data integration, data storage, and
data movement capabilities are all important
factors. Particular attention is given to the use
of modern data management technologies,
architectures, and delivery methods relevant to
risk management (e.g. in-memory databases,
complex event processing, component-based
architectures, cloud technology, software-as-aservice). Performance, scalability, security, and
data governance are also important factors.
• Risk analytics. The computational power of the
core system, the ability to analyze large amounts
of complex data in a timely manner (where
relevant in real time), and the ability to improve
analytical performance are all important factors.
Particular attention is given to the difference
between ‘risk’ analytics and standard ‘business’
analytics. Risk analysis requires such capabilities
as non-linear calculations, predictive modeling,
simulations, scenario analysis, etc.
• R
 eporting and presentation layer. The ability
to present information in a timely manner, the
quality and flexibility of reporting tools, and ease
of use are important for all risk management
systems. Particular attention is given to the
ability to do ad-hoc ‘on-the-fly’ queries (e.g.
what-if-analysis), as well as the range of ‘out-ofthe-box’ risk reports and dashboards.

Market potential
• Business model. Includes implementation
and support and innovation (product, business
model and organizational). Important factors
include size and quality of implementation team,
approach to software implementation, and postsales support and training. Particular attention is
given to ‘rapid’ implementation methodologies
and ‘packaged’ services offerings. Also evaluated
are new ideas, functionality and technologies
to solve specific risk management problems.
Speed to market, positioning, and translation
into incremental revenues are also important
success factors in launching new products.
• Market penetration. Volume (i.e. number of
customers) and value (i.e. average deal size) are
considered important. Rates of growth relative
to sector growth rates are also evaluated. Also
covers brand awareness, reputation, and the
ability to leverage current market position to
expand horizontally (with new offerings) or
vertically (into new sectors).
• Financials. Revenue growth, profitability,
sustainability, and financial backing (e.g. the ratio
of license to consulting revenues) are considered
key to scalability of the business model for risk
technology vendors.
• Customer satisfaction. Feedback from
customers is evaluated, regarding after-sales
support and service (e.g. training and ease of
implementation), value for money (e.g. price
to functionality ratio) and product updates (e.g.
speed and process for keeping up to date with
regulatory changes).
• Growth strategy. Recent performance is
evaluated, including financial performance,
new product releases, quantity and quality of
contract wins, and market expansion moves.
Also considered are the size and quality of
the sales force, sales distribution channels,
global presence, focus on risk management,
messaging, and positioning. Finally, business
insight and understanding, new thinking,
formulation and execution of best practices, and
intellectual rigor are considered important.
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Quadrant descriptions
Point solutions
• Point solutions providers focus on a small
number of component technology capabilities,
meeting a critical need in the risk technology
market by solving specific risk management
problems with domain-specific software
applications and technologies.
• They are often strong engines for innovation,
as their deep focus on a relatively narrow
area generates thought leadership and
intellectual capital.
• By growing their enterprise functionality and
utilizing integrated data management, analytics
and BI capabilities, vendors in the point solutions
category can expand their completeness of
offering, market potential and market share.

Best-of-breed

capabilities, and best-in-class technology
delivery. They also combine risk management
content, data and software to provide an
integrated ‘one-stop-shop’ for buyers.

Category leaders
• Category leaders combine depth and breadth of
functionality, technology and content with the
required organizational characteristics to capture
significant share in their market.
• Category leaders demonstrate a clear strategy
for sustainable, profitable growth, matched
with best-in-class solutions and the range and
diversity of offerings, sector coverage and
financial strength to absorb demand volatility in
specific industry sectors or geographic regions.
• Category leaders will typically benefit from
strong brand awareness, global reach and strong
alliance strategies with leading consulting firms
and systems integrators.

• Best-of-breed providers have best-in-class point
solutions and the ability to capture significant
market share in their chosen markets.
• They are often distinguished by a growing
client base, superior sales and marketing
execution, and a clear strategy for sustainable,
profitable growth. High performers also have a
demonstrable track record of R&D investment,
together with specific product or ‘go-to-market’
capabilities needed to deliver a competitive
advantage.
• Focused functionality will often see best-ofbreed providers packaged together as part of
a comprehensive enterprise risk technology
architecture, co-existing with other solutions.

Enterprise solutions
• Enterprise solutions providers typically offer
risk management technology platforms,
combining functionally-rich risk applications with
comprehensive data management, analytics
and BI.
• A key differentiator in this category is the
openness and flexibility of the technology
architecture and a ‘toolkit’ approach to
risk analytics and reporting, which attracts
larger clients.
• Enterprise solutions are typically supported
with comprehensive infrastructure and service
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5. How to use research and services from Chartis
In addition to our flagship industry reports, Chartis offers customized information and consulting
services. Our in-depth knowledge of the risk technology market and best practice allows us to
provide high-quality and cost-effective advice to our clients. If you found this report informative
and useful, you may be interested in the following services from Chartis.

For risk technology buyers

For risk technology vendors

If you are purchasing risk management software,
Chartis’s vendor selection service is designed to
help you find the most appropriate risk technology
solution for your needs.

Strategy

We monitor the market to identify the strengths
and weaknesses of the different risk technology
solutions, and track the post-sales performance
of companies selling and implementing these
systems. Our market intelligence includes
key decision criteria such as TCO (total cost of
ownership) comparisons and customer satisfaction
ratings.
Our research and advisory services cover a range
of risk and compliance management topics such
as credit risk, market risk, operational risk, GRC,
financial crime, liquidity risk, asset and liability
management, collateral management, regulatory
compliance, risk data aggregation, risk analytics
and risk BI.

Chartis can provide specific strategy advice for risk
technology vendors and innovators, with a special
focus on growth strategy, product direction, goto-market plans, and more. Some of our specific
offerings include:
• Market analysis, including market segmentation,
market demands, buyer needs, and competitive
forces.
• Strategy sessions focused on aligning product
and company direction based upon analyst data,
research, and market intelligence.
• Advice on go-to-market positioning, messaging,
and lead generation.
• Advice on pricing strategy, alliance strategy, and
licensing/pricing models.

Our vendor selection services include:

Thought leadership

• Buy vs. build decision support.

Risk technology vendors can also engage Chartis
to provide thought leadership on industry trends in
the form of in-person speeches and webinars, as
well as custom research and thought-leadership
reports. Target audiences and objectives range
from internal teams to customer and user
conferences. Some recent examples include:

• Business and functional requirements gathering.
• Identification of suitable risk and compliance
implementation partners.
• Review of vendor proposals.
• Assessment of vendor presentations and
demonstrations.

• Participation on a ‘Panel of Experts’ at a global
user conference for a leading Global ERM
(Enterprise Risk Management) software vendor.

• Definition and execution of Proof-of-Concept
(PoC) projects.

• Custom research and thought-leadership paper
on Basel 3 and implications for risk technology.

• Due diligence activities.

• Webinar on Financial Crime Risk Management.
• Internal education of sales team on key
regulatory and business trends and engaging
C-level decision makers.
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6. Further reading

Financial Crime Risk
Management Systems: Know
Your Customer; Market Update
and Vendor Landscape, 2019

Financial Crime Risk
Management Systems: AML
and Watchlist Monitoring;
Market Update and
Vendor Landscape, 2019

Financial Crime Risk
Management Systems:
Enterprise Fraud; Market
Update and Vendor
Landscape, 2019

Artificial Intelligence in
Financial Services, 2019:
Demand-Side Analysis

Data Integrity and Control
in Financial Services:
Market Update 2018

RiskTech100 2020

For all these reports, see www.chartis-research.com
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