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Executive Summary

If your financial crime investigations seem reactive, you’re not alone. 

The issue is often not your team’s pace but that crucial signals arrive too late, 
forcing analysts to work with yesterday’s information when making today’s 
decisions. 

This guide presents detection latency as a measurable and fixable problem in 
financial crime detection workflows. Detection latency is the time gap between 
when a real-world event happens and when your team can see, trust, and 
respond to it. 

Unlike investigation speed, detection latency exposes issues with upstream 
visibility.

When signals arrive earlier and cleaner, decisions get easier.  
That’s the point.

•	 How to measure your current detection latency using four 
simple timestamps you already have. 

•	 Where latency sneaks into AML workflows (batching, 
manual enrichment, coverage blind spots). 

•	 How structured external news signals reduce latency 
without overwhelming analysts with noise. 

•	 Implementation frameworks: entity controls, source tiers, 
routing rules, and audit trails. 

•	 Real examples of early detection across enforcement 
actions, ownership changes, and local-first coverage.

What you will learn



Understanding Detection Latency: 
The Hidden Compliance Risk

Why Detection Latency Matters More 
Than Investigation Speed

Most financial institutions don’t have a detection problem. They have a timing 
problem. Your analysts aren’t slow; the signals arrive late. By the time an alert 
appears in your queue, the news has already broken, the regulator has already 
opened an investigation, or the beneficial owner has already changed hands.

This is detection latency: the gap between a real-world event and your team’s 
ability to see it, trust it, and act on it.

When internal audit or regulators ask uncomfortable questions - ‘When did you 
first become aware of this?’ - the answer reveals whether you had a process 
problem or a visibility problem.

If you want faster, more defensible decisions, speeding up signals is often the 
highest-leverage move you can make. 
It directly supports stronger risk assessment, especially when dealing with high-
risk entities, relationships, or jurisdictions.

Slow investigations typically indicate:

Late detection reveals:

•	 Insufficient team capacity
•	 Training gaps
•	 Process inefficiencies

•	 Signals arriving too late to be useful
•	 Coverage gaps in monitoring systems
•	 Weak external signal layers



The Four Timestamps That 
Reveal Your Real Latency

You don’t need a new framework, tool, or a major transformation programme to 
measure detection latency. 
Begin with four timestamps:

Event Time First Mention Time

What happened in the real 
world? 
A regulator opens an 
investigation. A beneficial 
owner changes. A corruption 
allegation surfaces. 
This is ground truth.

When it first appears publicly, 
often in local outlets, niche 
trade press, or non-English 
sources. 
This is your earliest possible 
detection window if you have 
the right coverage.

 Internal Awareness Time

When your monitoring, 
alerting, or intake process 
makes information visible to 
your team - whether through 
transaction monitoring, adverse 
media screening, or ongoing 
surveillance - this is when you 
can take action.

Decision Time

When the case is disposed of, 
escalated, or documented for 
the audit trail. 
This is your final accountability 
timestamp.

Most teams already track internal awareness time and decision time in 
case management systems. You can often estimate first mention time 
by checking when a story first appeared in public reporting. 
This provides a baseline for the AML investigation process and identifies 
where time is lost in your workflow.



Measure Your Own Detection Latency
You don’t need perfect data to get started. The exercise below will give you a 
baseline in under an hour and show you exactly where time leaks out of your 
workflow. 
 
How it works: 

Pick 10 recent closed cases (mix of low, medium, high risk). For each case, 
track these core timestamps:

What to look for: 

Story Published            Alert Created: Detection latency (your main gap)
Alert Created            First Enrichment: Manual lookup bottleneck
Alert Created            Decision Made: Total case resolution time

Ready to run this with your own cases? Download the Excel scorecard here.
 
Here’s what the full scorecard adds:

6 additional columns: trigger type, first meaningful signal, outcome, and 
detailed notes.
Drop-down fields: for risk tier, trigger type, and outcome, so your data stays 
consistent across cases.
Automatic median calculations — instantly shows your average latency across 
all four timestamp gaps.

Go from raw case data to a clear pilot scope in under an hour.

http://opoint.com/templates/latency-scorecard


Detection latency rarely comes from a single catastrophic failure. It slips in 
through daily friction in financial systems. 
Here are the usual suspects:

Where Latency Sneaks Into 
AML and KYC Workflows

Batching

Noise Fatigue

Coverage Blind Spots

Data refresh cycles mean you see 
yesterday’s world, not real-time 
risk signals. If your adverse media 
screening runs weekly, you’re 
already 3-7 days behind the first-
mention window.

Too many low-quality hits train 
teams to ignore alerts. When 
90% of adverse media alerts 
are irrelevant name matches or 
duplicate stories, analysts learn to 
deprioritise the queue. This creates 
a dangerous cultural pattern where 
genuine red flags get lost in the 
noise.

Signals emerge in areas your 
current stack doesn’t monitor—
particularly across languages and 
local sources. If your monitoring 
relies heavily on English-language 
outlets, you miss first mentions 
that appear in regional business 
press, local court filings, and non-
English regulatory notices.

Manual Enrichment

Analysts spend hours searching 
for context instead of making 
decisions. When an alert fires, they 
must manually Google names, 
verify aliases, trace relationships, 
and piece together timelines. 
This isn’t analysis, it’s data entry.

Disjointed Tools

Monitoring and case systems 
don’t share context clearly. The 
transaction monitoring system 
flags the activity, but relevant news, 
ownership changes, and adverse 
media don’t follow. Analysts bridge 
the gap manually.

Thresholds Set Too High

You wait for confirmation rather 
than suspicion. By the time a 
story hits mainstream media and 
triggers your alert threshold, the 
risk has already materialised. Early, 
weaker signals get filtered out as 
noise.



Three Concrete Examples of 
Slow Signals

Enforcement 
Actions

What  
happens

The gap

The cost

With 
structured 

external 
signals

Ownership 
Changes

Local-First 
Coverage

A regulator opens 
an investigation. 
Early mentions 
appear in official 
notices, specialist 
outlets, or regional 
press — days 
before mainstream 
channels pick it up.

Transaction 
monitoring stays 
silent. Adverse 
media checks 
catch it late, if 
at all. Someone 
forwards a link 
in a meeting 
— and now the 
analyst is working 
backwards.

Control changes. 
A new director 
appears. A parent 
company shifts. 
These signals 
surface in corporate 
disclosures and 
regional business 
press before your 
monitoring cycle 
picks them up.

Periodic review 
cycles mean you 
catch changes 
weeks later, after 
transactions have 
been onboarded 
and relationships 
renewed on an 
outdated risk 
picture.

English-language 
monitoring 
misses it entirely, 
or catches it 
days later when 
it propagates to 
major outlets. 
If it ever does.

A regional scandal 
breaks. A local 
court filing gets 
reported. A small 
outlet names a 
counterparty in a 
story that never 
gains traction in 
English-language 
media.

The case file starts 
with “we noticed 
this late.” That’s 
a defensibility 
problem when 
regulators ask why 
a red flag wasn’t 
addressed sooner.

The analyst inherits 
a fire drill: collect 
documentation, 
escalate internally, 
rebuild the risk 
narrative after the 
fact.

A regulator asks 
“Were you aware 
of this?” You 
either say no — 
or scramble to 
reconstruct a 
timeline that was 
never documented.

The first mention 
enters your 
workflow with 
context attached. 
Faster triage, 
quicker escalation, 
and a clear audit 
trail of what you 
knew when.

Changes trigger a 
targeted review of 
the specific entity 
— not a blanket 
reassessment. Less 
disruption, less 
manual chasing, 
and continuous 
awareness you can 
demonstrate to 
auditors.

Multilingual 
coverage catches 
first mentions at 
source. Smart 
filtering routes 
only what crosses 
your relevance 
threshold, earlier 
detection without 
flooding the 
queue.



How External News Signals Reduce 
Detection Latency

A well-designed external signal layer doesn’t replace transaction monitoring. It 
complements it.  
You typically see four practical improvements: 

•	 Faster triage: Spend less time verifying basic facts.
•	 Better routing: Get the right cases to the right people sooner.
•	 Stronger case narratives: Document the timeline clearly and consistently.
•	 Fewer blind spots: Catch signals absent from your current sources, especially 

outside English-language media.

The benefit isn’t just speed. It’s confidence. Your team can make decisions 
that withstand scrutiny, whether questions come from internal audit, senior 
leadership, or regulatory bodies



Implementation Framework: 
Build for Trust First

Entity Controls: Match the Right Organisation
Name matching alone creates chaos. Common names and similar 
company names flood queues with false positives.

Build match confidence with structure:

•	 Anchor on legal names, aliases, jurisdictions, and identifiers 
where available.

•	 Add context filters like industry, location, key people, and known 
relationships.

•	 Maintain watchlists with enrichment metadata so analysts 
don’t start from zero.

This ensures you’re tracking ‘Acme Corp (Delaware, financial 
services)’ not every company with ‘Acme’ in the name.

Source Tiers: Route Based on Credibility

Not all sources play the same role in investigations. The goal isn’t 
to label what’s true. It’s to structure signals so teams can decide 
what needs attention now, what needs corroboration, and what 
can be logged.

A simple source structure:

•	 Official and primary sources: regulators, government 
communications, official registers and notices.

•	 Established media: major business outlets and investigative 
reporting.

•	 Regional and local outlets: often where first mentions surface.
•	 Open web sources: high-volume sources that may require 

corroboration.

In practice, teams use source provenance to set routing urgency, 
decide what needs corroboration, and keep an audit-friendly 
record of why an item was handled the way it was.

If analysts don’t trust the signal, they won’t use it.  
Here’s how to build a signal layer that earns trust from day one.



Routing Rules: Entity Risk + Signal Strength

Don’t treat every alert the same way. Routing is how you keep the 
queue usable without lowering coverage.

Most teams route using three inputs:

•	 Entity risk tier: high-risk entities move faster.
•	 Signal severity: enforcement actions outrank general mentions
•	 Source provenance: official notices are handled differently from 

open web content.

Tip: you’re not automating judgement. You’re giving analysts 
better lanes to work in.

De-Duplication: Cluster Stories, Not Alerts

The same story spreads across wires, rewrites, aggregators, 
and regional outlets. Without clustering, you don’t get better 
coverage. You get the same event as 50 separate alerts.

Reduce noise without shrinking visibility:

•	 Group articles into one story thread using similarity signals or 
event fingerprints.

•	 Surface the earliest and most authoritative version first.
•	 Show analysts a short summary plus source count and 

updates, not dozens of near-duplicates. 

This preserves signal quality while dramatically reducing noise.

Audit Trail: Document What You Knew When

Regulators care about defensibility. Your signal layer should 
automatically log: 

•	 Signal timestamp (when it first appeared publicly).
•	 Detection timestamp (when your system caught it).
•	 Source URL and provenance
•	 Entity matched and confidence score.
•	 Routing decision and rationale.



A Practical Checklist to Reduce Latency 
Without Drowning Analysts

Start with 50-100 high-risk entities and 3-5 critical topics 
Pick your highest-risk entities and signal types: enforcement actions, sanctions 
updates, PEP changes, ownership shifts. Prove it works, then expand.

Request structured entity matching, not just name matching 
Ask your provider to match using legal names, aliases, jurisdictions, and 
identifiers; not just keywords. This prevents false positives from common 
names.

Work with your provider to establish source tiers 
Official notices escalate immediately. Reputable press triggers review. Regional 
sources may need corroboration. Clarify how your provider categorises sources 
so routing is consistent.

Define routing rules internally: entity risk + source tier + signal type
High-risk entity + official source + enforcement = immediate escalation. Low-
risk entity + regional press + general mention = log for periodic review. 
Build clear rules.

Track median detection latency and resolution time monthly

Measure how long signals take to reach your queue (first mention to internal 
awareness) and how long cases take to close (awareness to decision). 
If latency isn’t dropping, revisit coverage or routing.

Ensure every alert includes full audit trail details
Log signal timestamp, source URL, entity match, match confidence, and routing 
rationale. When audit asks “How did you identify this?”, you have receipts.



Measuring Success: 
KPIs That Matter
You can’t improve what you don’t measure. Here are the KPIs that reveal whether 
your signal layer is working:

This is your primary metric. How long does it take for a public signal to reach 
your team’s queue? 

Track: 

•	 Signal timestamp (first public mention)
•	 Detection timestamp (captured and delivered) 

Use it: baseline first, then track trends by risk tier, topic, and region.

Earlier signals should reduce time spent stuck in the queue.. 

Track:

•	 From first internal awareness to decision
•	 Time spent in key steps (assignment, enrichment, review)

Use it: if latency improves but decisions don’t, the bottleneck is routing or triage.

If the queue is noisy, analysts stop trusting it.

Track:

•	 Relevant vs not relevant (simple analyst feedback)
•	 Duplicate rate (same story, multiple alerts)
•	 Top drivers of noise (entity types, topics, source types)

Median Detection Latency 

Time to Decision

Signal-to-Noise Ratio



When you discover information late, work backwards.

Capture:

•	 Was it publicly available at the time?
•	 Where did it first appear (region, language, publisher type)?
•	 What blocked detection (coverage, entity data, routing)?

Use gaps to refine coverage priorities and watchlists.

Coverage Gaps Identified

Analyst Feedback Score
Trust beats dashboards.

Ask monthly:

•	 “Did external signals make this month’s work easier or faster?”

Keep it lightweight: thumbs up/down or 1–5, plus one short note on why.



Common Implementation Pitfalls 
(and How to Avoid Them)

Most teams make the same mistakes when adding external signals. 
Here’s how to avoid them:

Pitfall 1: Boiling the Ocean

Pitfall 2: Treating All Sources Equally

Pitfall 3: No De-Duplication Strategy

The mistake: Trying to monitor every entity, every topic, 
every language from day one.

The fix: Start with your 50-100 highest-risk entities and 
3-5 critical topics. Prove the model works, then expand.

The mistake: Giving a social media post the same 
weight as a regulatory notice.

The fix: Implement source tiers. Route Tier 1 hits to 
immediate escalation; Tier 4 hits to batch review.

The mistake: Sending 200 alerts about the same 
story because every outlet covered it. 

The fix: Cluster duplicate stories into threads. 
Show analysts one alert with source count, not 200 
individual pings.



Pitfall 4: Ignoring Non-English Sources

Pitfall 5: No Analyst Feedback Loop

Pitfall 6: Poor Audit Trail Documentation

The mistake: Assuming English-language outlets will 
eventually cover everything important.

The fix: Many critical signals first appear in regional, local, 
or non-English reporting. Add coverage for languages and 
jurisdictions relevant to your risk exposure.

The mistake: Building a signal layer and never 
asking if it’s actually helping.

The fix: Add simple thumbs-up/down feedback on 
alerts. Review monthly. Use feedback to tune source 
tiers, entity controls, and routing rules.

The mistake: Treating signals as temporary alerts 
that disappear after triage.

The fix: Log every signal with timestamp, source URL, 
entity match, and routing decision. When the audit 
asks ‘How did you identify this?’, you need receipts.



Conclusion: 
From Reactive to Proactive

Detection latency isn’t a technical problem; it’s an operational and strategic 
one. 
The gap between when a risk emerges in the world and when your team can 
act on it determines whether you’re managing risk or chasing it.

The good news: you don’t need a massive transformation programme to fix it. 
You need:

•	 A measurement framework (the 4 timestamps).
•	 Structured external news signals.
•	 A commitment to building for trust (start small, measure feedback, iterate).
•	 Clear KPIs that track both speed and quality.

Most teams discover that reducing detection latency isn’t just about 
compliance, rather operational leverage. 
When signals arrive earlier and cleaner:

•	 Analysts spend less time searching and more time deciding.
•	 Case files have stronger narratives and defensible timelines.
•	 Senior leadership gets earlier warnings about emerging risks.
•	 Regulatory reviews become easier because you can demonstrate 

continuous awareness.

That’s the point. Detection latency isn’t about being perfect.
It’s about being proactive. And being able to prove it.

Start here. Download your free Excel templates:
•	 Detection Latency Scorecard — Baseline your gaps in under an hour
•	 Internal Readiness Checklist — 4-week implementation roadmap
•	 Entity Watchlist Template — Track your 50-100 highest-risk entities

https://opoint.com/templates/latency-scorecard
https://opoint.com/templates/readiness-checklist
https://opoint.com/templates/watchlist-template


Struggling with detection latency 
in your workflow?

•	 Real-time delivery
Matching articles delivered within 6-8 minutes of publication — before 
mainstream outlets pick up the story.
•	 Entity-focused monitoring
Register profiles for high-risk entities. Receive automatic alerts when they’re 
mentioned. No manual searching.
•	 Multilingual coverage
250K+ sources across 150+ languages — catching first mentions in regional 
press and non-English regulatory notices before they reach mainstream 
media.
•	 Structured metadata
Every article includes entity identifiers (LEI, FIGI, PermID), IPTC topics, and 
audit-ready timestamps.
•	 Flexible delivery
Pull via StoredSearch API or receive push notifications via FTP — integrates 
directly into your case management workflow.

Opoint provides structured global news signals designed to help compliance 
teams catch risk indicators earlier, without drowning analysts in noise.

Want to see the signals behind the theory?  
Request a data walkthrough.

Opoint’s solution:

Global Sources Daily Articles Languages

250,000+ 3,500,000+ 150+

https://calendly.com/d/cygj-krr-46s/adverse-media-data-walkthrough
https://calendly.com/d/cygj-krr-46s/adverse-media-data-walkthrough


Legal Disclaimer 

This white paper is provided for informational purposes only and does not constitute 
legal, financial, or investment advice. The examples and opinions expressed are based 
on sources believed to be reliable as of publication, but no warranty is given as to 
accuracy or completeness.
Organisations should consult their professional advisors when developing financial 
crime risk management strategies.
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