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CHAPTER 7

Measuring What Matters
If organisations are expected to adapt, their dashboards must measure learning as well as 
efficiency.
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Opening illustration for Chapter 7: Measuring What Matters.

EXECUTIVE INSIGHT

Every organisation is shaped by the metrics it values. Financial crime compliance has traditionally measured 
false positives, alert volumes, productivity, turnaround time and quality. These indicators reveal whether a 
programme operates efficiently. They say far less about whether it adapts effectively.

Figure 7.1: Measuring What Matters - key framework.

Performance and Resilience
A monitoring programme may process alerts faster while becoming less capable of detecting emerging 
typologies. KYC may meet service levels while the risk methodology no longer reflects the customer 
base. Model performance may remain within historical tolerances while behaviour diverges from 
original assumptions. Operational performance and resilience are not interchangeable.

This distinction matters because dashboards shape behaviour. If leaders primarily reward alert 
closure, the organisation becomes better at closing alerts. If they reward false-positive reduction, the 
organisation becomes better at reducing false positives. If they reward learning, the organisation 
begins to ask what information changed future decisions.

The metrics of adaptive compliance must therefore describe not only how much work was completed, 
but how effectively the organisation recognised and responded to change.
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Why Traditional Dashboards Fall Short
Traditional reporting evolved when products, payment ecosystems and customer behaviour changed 
more gradually. Today's environment is defined by rapid product adoption, AI-enabled crime, 
geopolitical disruption and continuously shifting customer expectations. Dashboards can appear 
reassuring precisely when governance should be asking harder questions.

Backlogs, findings and false-positive rates are largely lagging indicators. They describe what has 
already happened. They may signal strain, but they rarely identify whether an emerging typology is 
forming, whether model assumptions are ageing or whether a product change has altered expected 
customer behaviour.

This does not mean traditional metrics should be abandoned. It means they must be balanced with 
indicators that measure the organisation's capacity to identify and respond to change.

Measuring Organisational Learning
Learning occurs when information changes future decisions. Investigations should improve 
monitoring. Fraud events should strengthen controls. Examinations should improve governance. 
Product launches should refine risk assessments. Knowledge stored in reports has limited value; 
knowledge embedded in future decisions creates resilience.

Adaptive metrics therefore ask questions such as: how quickly was a new typology identified? How 
long did it take to translate that typology into a monitoring change? How often are model assumptions 
challenged? Which risk signals originate outside compliance? How frequently do lessons learned in one 
market improve controls in another?

These questions are more difficult to measure than alert volumes. They are also more valuable because 
they describe the capability that determines whether the organisation can keep pace with risk.

The Dashboard of the Future
Future dashboards will retain operational measures but add a view of adaptability. Governance will 
ask which assumptions changed, where intelligence originated, how quickly the organisation 
responded and which decisions strengthened long-term resilience.

A mature adaptive dashboard might include detection velocity, time from governance decision to 
implemented control change, rate of recurring exceptions, drift indicators, typology coverage, 
intelligence-sharing measures, and evidence that remediation produced sustainable learning. These 
measures do not replace productivity and quality. They complete the picture.

Ultimately, the purpose of governance is not to produce dashboards. It is to create confidence. 
Confidence that management understands how risk is changing, that controls remain aligned with the 
business and that uncertainty is recognised rather than ignored.

From Principle to Practice

The implementation challenge is to move from reporting activity to creating decision intelligence. 
Every metric should have a precise definition, trusted source, accountable owner, threshold and named 



The Adaptive Compliance Series · Volume I · Micheal Sheehy

The End of Rules Alone

decision. If leadership cannot describe what action a metric should trigger, it should not occupy space 
on the executive dashboard.

Adaptive dashboards retain operational measures, but they balance them with effectiveness, 
adaptability, customer impact, control health and trust. The aim is not more data. It is a smaller set of 
measures that change behavior.

Figure 7.2 · Designing a Decision-Useful Metric

Start with the outcome and decision

Metric design should begin with the question leadership needs to answer. For example: are material 
typologies covered, is the model deteriorating, are legitimate customers experiencing avoidable 
friction, or is regulatory change being implemented fast enough? The formula is designed only after the 
decision is clear.

This approach prevents reporting teams from promoting measures simply because the data is easy to 
obtain. Easy-to-count activity often dominates dashboards even when it provides little insight.

Balance leading and lagging indicators

Lagging indicators such as findings, backlogs and confirmed events remain important. Leading 
indicators identify conditions that may create future failure: rising data-quality exceptions, model 
population shifts, repeat overrides, delayed product impact assessments, recurring customer appeals or 
an aging control-change backlog.

A leading indicator should not be presented as certainty. It is a signal that triggers inquiry. Governance 
should record the question asked, the analysis performed and the decision reached.
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Test the behavior the metric creates

Every metric creates incentives. A turnaround-time target can encourage superficial closure. A false-
positive target can reduce sensitivity. A remediation-completion rate can reward documentary closure. 
Metric governance should therefore consider unintended behavior and use balancing measures.

Definitions should be version-controlled. Formula changes, source changes and threshold changes 
should be approved and explained so that trends remain interpretable.

Working Template

Metric design field Question Example

Outcome What capability or risk are we trying to 
understand?

Whether new typologies become effective 
controls quickly.

Definition and formula What exactly is measured and at what 
level?

Median days from validated signal to 
deployed control.

Data source Is the source reliable, timely and 
traceable?

Typology log, governance decision and 
release record.

Owner Who explains the result and drives action? Head of financial crime intelligence.

Threshold and decision What happens when the result changes? Escalate if median exceeds approved 
tolerance.

Balancing measure What harmful behavior could the metric 
create?

Quality and customer-impact check after 
accelerated change.

Figure 7.3 · Five Dimensions of an Adaptive Board Dashboard
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Decision Framework

Traditional measure Useful insight Adaptive counterpart

Alert volume Workload and capacity. Risk coverage by typology and segment.

False-positive rate Operational noise. Detection yield balanced with customer 
impact.

Case turnaround Process speed. Time from signal to risk decision and 
control change.

Issue closure rate Delivery progress. Sustainable closure and recurrence rate.

Training completion Participation. Demonstrated decision quality and error 
reduction.

Model validation status Point-in-time assurance. Continuous model health and drift 
response.

Executive Case Study

Modernizing the board compliance dashboard
A board pack showed alert volumes, backlog, investigator productivity, training completion and issue status. 
The measures were accurate and consistently green, but board members could not determine whether 
controls covered emerging risks or whether the organization was adapting fast enough.

Implementation

The dashboard was redesigned around five dimensions: effectiveness, adaptability, customer impact, 
control health and trust. Existing operational metrics remained in an appendix. Each executive metric 
was assigned a definition, owner, threshold and decision. The pack also included a short record of 
assumptions challenged and material control changes approved during the quarter.

Governance

The first reports generated harder conversations. A stable backlog no longer offset a rising change 
backlog. Improved case speed was considered alongside quality and customer appeals. A model that 
remained within tolerance was challenged because its population had shifted.

Outcome and lesson

The lesson is that a dashboard should not reassure leadership that activity is under control. It should 
help leadership decide where confidence is justified and where inquiry is required.

Common Failure Modes

 Adding adaptive metrics without retiring low-value reporting.
 Using formulas that vary by region or month.
 Setting thresholds with no named decision or owner.
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 Treating leading indicators as proof rather than prompts for inquiry.
 Ignoring the incentives and gaming created by targets.

A Practical 30 / 60 / 90-Day Plan

Period Actions and evidence

First 30 days Inventory executive metrics; document definitions, sources 
and owners; identify measures with no decision trigger; 
select five outcomes for the adaptive dashboard.

Days 31-60 Design formulas and thresholds; add balancing measures; 
validate data quality; pilot the dashboard with the executive 
compliance committee.

Days 61-90 Retire redundant metrics; present the new dashboard to the 
board; record decisions triggered; review unintended 
behavior and adjust thresholds after the first cycle.

Implementation checkpoint
At the end of the first ninety days, leadership should be able to point to at least one changed decision, one 
implemented control or governance improvement, and evidence that the result was tested. Activity alone is 
not proof of adaptation.

Executive Reflection
Organisations rarely improve what they fail to measure. The next stage of compliance requires 
measuring not only how efficiently the organisation performs, but how effectively it learns. The future 
belongs to institutions that recognise change first and adapt with confidence.

Questions for Leaders

• Which metrics receive the most executive attention today, and what behaviours do they create?

• What would prove that your organization learned from an investigation, audit or regulatory 
review?

• How quickly do new typologies move from observation to control design?

• What leading indicators would warn your board that assumptions are changing?
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