
 
 

 International Journal of Enhanced Research in Science, Technology & Engineering 

ISSN: 2319-7463, Vol. 11 Issue 5, May-2022, Impact Factor: 7.957 

Page | 315 

Evaluating Synthetic Monitoring Tools for 

Financial Application Observability 
 

Leader in SRE & AI 
 

Pavan Kumar
 
Adapala

 

 

 

 

ABSTRACT 

 

Synthetic monitoring represents a critical technological approach for ensuring the reliability and observability 

of modern financial applications within increasingly complex, distributed computing environments. This 

research examines the current landscape of synthetic monitoring tools specifically deployed for financial services 

observability, considering market dynamics, technical capabilities, and operational implications as of April 2022. 

The global Application Performance Monitoring (APM) market has reached USD 6.8 billion in 2022, with 

synthetic monitoring capabilities representing an essential component of enterprise observability strategies. 

Financial institutions face annual downtime costs averaging USD 152 million, with revenue losses alone 

accounting for USD 37 million of this figure. The integration of synthetic monitoring tools within financial 

environments necessitates comprehensive evaluation of distributed tracing capabilities, multi-location 

transaction monitoring, and real-time observability features. This paper synthesizes current findings from 

market research, industry implementations, and technical analyses to provide data-driven insights into synthetic 

monitoring tool evaluation and deployment within financial application contexts. Key findings indicate that 27 

percent of organizations have deployed distributed tracing as of 2022, while 75 percent report near-term 

deployment intentions; microservices monitoring challenges persist across 52 percent of organizations; and 

mean time to resolution metrics have degraded significantly, with only 35.94 percent of organizations resolving 

production issues within one hour, compared to 53.4 percent in 2020. These metrics underscore the critical 

importance of effective synthetic monitoring strategies for financial institutions seeking to maintain operational 

resilience and regulatory compliance. 

 

Keywords: Synthetic monitoring, Application performance monitoring, Financial services observability, 

Distributed tracing, Microservices monitoring, Digital transaction monitoring, Real-time observability, 

Financial application reliability, API monitoring, Observability frameworks 

 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Background and Context 
Architectural change of modern financial services the change in past decade is based on the shift of monolithic and on-

premises systems to the cloud-based architecture, microservices-based platforms, and distributed computing 

environments. Such a shift, which has allowed a greater degree of scalability and agility in addition to customer 

experience innovation, has also presented a level of complexity into financial application observability never before. 

The old forms of monitoring, which are suitable in more basic architectural structures and synchronous service 

interactions, have been found not to be suitable in capturing the complex behavior patterns that are manifested in 

modern financial systems (Aceto et al., 2013). 

 

Synthetic monitoring (also known as active monitoring or synthetic transaction monitoring) has become an essential 

technology in proactive measuring of the performance and availability of applications. Instead of actively studying 

actual user interactions after they take place, synthetic monitoring emulates expected user paths by simulating 

transactions with controlled, scripted actions and at periodic intervals in distributed geographic venues. Such an active 

mode allows companies to identify a decline in performance, transaction error, and system unresponsiveness before 

these problems affect real users, decreasing the mean time to detection (MTTD) and delivering regulatory compliance 

mandates inherent in the environment of financial services. 

 

The observability issues in the financial services industry are distinctly different than other industries. Any disruption in 

system performance or outage has direct and measurable financial impact: transaction failures translate to revenue loss 

almost directly, regulatory fines accrue very quickly after performance failures, and customer confidence suffers as a 

result of a series of reliability problems. Banking institutions are unable to postpone transactions when the system 
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becomes unavailable or to postpone the solution of performance problems to the maintenance windows of convenience. 

An hour of downtime in the applications would cost financial enterprises averages of USD 300,000, up to USD 1 

million to USD 5 million to large organizations during high trading or settlement hours. 

 

1.2 Problem Statement and Research Scope 
Financial institutions that use modern application architectures are confronted with several observability-related 

challenges. Platforms built using microservices separate the business logic into dozens or hundreds of interdependent 

services that may each be running on different infrastructure, written in different programming languages and 

communicating via asynchronous APIs. The most important feature that can be used to accomplish observability in 

these architectures is called distributed tracing, which involves instrumentation of all the services, and continuous 

acquisition of tracing data in large amounts (which can be in the millions of traces per second) and advanced analysis to 

identify valuable insights in the deluge of information (Alhamazani et al., 2015). 

 

At the same time, financial institutions are regulated by stricter frameworks that demand constant surveillance of key 

systems, audit trail of all important transactions, show compliance with service level agreement (SLA) and fast incident 

detection and response. Conventional service level agreements are more often than not requiring 99.9 percent or more 

uptime, which translates with 43 minutes or so of tolerable downtime per month. Nonetheless, even under such strict 

requirements, the effects of downtime go much further than mere availability measures. A 0.1 per cent decrease in API 

uptime equates to about 9 hours of total annual downtime, during which time payment processing will stop, regulatory 

reporting will be impaired and fraud detection will be offline. 

 

This study assesses synthetic monitoring tools in the context of financial services, evaluating them based on their 

technical features of providing real-time observability of distributed architectures, how they fit into existing monitoring 

and observability frameworks, cost-effectiveness considerations compared to monitoring span and accuracy demands, 

and regulatory compliance and incident response procedures. 

 

1.3 Research Objectives 
The primary objectives of this research include:  

(1) synthesizing current market dynamics surrounding synthetic monitoring and application performance monitoring 

technologies as applicable to financial services 

(2) evaluating technical capabilities, feature sets, and deployment architectures of leading synthetic monitoring 

platforms 

(3) analysing the integration of synthetic monitoring with broader observability frameworks including distributed 

tracing, real-user monitoring, and infrastructure monitoring 

(4) examining regulatory and compliance requirements shaping financial services monitoring strategies 

(5) identifying current challenges and gaps within existing synthetic monitoring approaches for financial applications 

(6) providing data-driven recommendations for financial institutions evaluating synthetic monitoring tool deployment. 

 

2. Market Landscape and Industry Adoption 

2.1 Application Performance Monitoring Market Dynamics 
The Application Performance Monitoring market across the globe has shown strong growth patterns over the years until 

the year 2021 and 2022 with a valuation of USD 6.0 billion and USD 6.8 billion respectively. The market research 

predictions show that the growth will further continue at a Compound Annual Growth Rate (CAGR) of between 12.1 

percent and 13.2 percent until 2030 with the market being valued at USD 8.2 billion by 2025. This has been a 

continued growth as the organization has identified observability as core to its digital transformation efforts and 

customer experience optimization (Barham et al., 2004).  

 
Figure 1: APM Market Growth Trajectory (2021-2025) 
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As of 2022, the banking, financial services, and insurance (BFSI) sector has become the most powerful end-user 

segment of the APM market. Their financial services had the highest market share as their applications were so vital to 

the mission, they had strict regulatory procedures and financial implications of system failures were severed. The 

regulatory nature of financial services requires on-going surveillance of operational performance, evidence of security 

incidents and maintenance of audit trails, thus making a distinction between monitoring needs of the financial sector 

and the general commercial use. APM software based solutions dominated the market segment in 2022 and was 

expected to continue to dominate this segment, as they offered greater scalability and flexibility and a fuller set of 

features than those offered by service providers. Software solutions allow organizations to scale to both large and small 

to track applications, infrastructure, and user experience in real-time, handling cloud-native architectures in a more 

efficient way compared to the traditional on-premise monitoring strategies. Managed services was the most rapidly 

expanding category, as it indicated the organizational tendency to use outsourced monitoring skills and constant 

maintenance abilities but without internal investment need (Basiri et al., 2016). 

 

2.2 Synthetic Monitoring Adoption Patterns 
Synthetic monitoring is a well-developed type of monitoring that has a developed market presence and changing sets of 

features. By 2022, the market of observability tools and platforms was estimated to grow to USD 5.1 billion in 2030, 

with a Compound Annual Growth rate of 12.3 percent. Synthetic observability was integrated into larger observability 

solutions provided by large vendors, and 233 or more global monitoring points became normal with enterprise-level 

solutions. One of the major sources of the synthetic monitoring demand is the adoption of cloud computing. INCs and 

cloud-native architectures create complexity and dynamism that needs continuous automated testing across different 

geographical locations. The migration campaigns of organizational clouds have generated a high demand of monitoring 

tools that could ensure the availability and performance of applications in various cloud regions and the hybrid 

infrastructure setting. By 2022, around 64 percent of organizations worldwide had implemented cloud-based APM 

solutions, which will result in a significant market penetration and, as a result, a demand in synthetic monitoring 

features in cloud-based monitoring approaches (Chen & Stallaert, 2014). 

 

Table 1: APM Market Growth and Adoption Metrics (2021-2022) 

 

Metric Value Region/Focus Source Context 

Global APM 

Market Size 

(2021) 

USD 6.0 - 

6.3 billion 
Global 

Baseline 

valuation 

Global APM 

Market Size 

(2022) 

USD 6.8 

Billion 
Global 

Verified market 

reports 

Projected Market 

Size (2025) 

USD 8.2 

Billion 
Global 

Growth 

trajectory 

Compound 

Annual Growth 

Rate (2023-2030) 

12.1% - 

13.2% 
Forecast Period 

Sustained 

expansion 

Cloud-based 

APM Adoption 

Rate 

64% Global Organizations 
Market 

penetration 

Microservices 

Monitoring 

Adoption 

63% Organizations with Kubernetes 
Container 

orchestration 

BFSI Sector 

Market 

Dominance 

Primary 

segment 
Banking/Financial/Insurance 

Largest end-

user category 

Software APM 

Solutions 

Segment 

Dominant Full-stack monitoring 
Market 

leadership 
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3. Technical Framework and Architectural Considerations 

3.1 Synthetic Monitoring Functional Architecture 
Synthetic monitoring platforms are based on executing documented transactions or scripted user transactions at 

geographically distributed monitoring points (identified as checkpoints, nodes or pollers) at periodic intervals. The 

same transaction scripts are ran on each monitoring location and they record the performance metrics, response time, 

error conditions and availability. This will allow organizations to set performance thresholds that do not depend on 

actual user traffic patterns and will help organizations to identify problems with their availability during times of low or 

no user activity. Contemporary synthetic monitoring tools are in favor of a variety of transaction types and protocols. 

API monitoring features will allow API testing of REST, SOAP and GraphQL endpoints using program requests, 

payload assertions and response validation. Monitoring is based on the use of real browsers (Chrome, Firefox) or 

headless browser engines to simulate user interactions with web applications and run multi-step workflows, such as 

login sequences, form submissions, shopping cart operations, and payment processing transactions (Dean & Barroso, 

2013). 

 

Recording mechanisms for transactions allow the technical personnel to record real user flows directly via browser 

extensions, which removes the possibility of manually coding complex user flows. The recorded transactions can then 

be edited via low-code interfaces to modify wait conditions, variable operations and assertion logic without the need to 

re-record whole workflows. This functionality brings the technical barriers to the implementation of synthetic 

monitoring to a minimum and allows business subject matter experts to coordinate with the technical staff in the 

definition of the monitored transaction sequences.  

 

3.2 Distributed Tracing Integration and Challenges 
Distributed tracing became a key observability tool of microservices-based architectures, tracing individual requests 

throughout the system over several services, databases, and infrastructure units. The trace identifier assigned to each 

request is unique; during the exercise of the request by the various services, a span is produced that is the unit operation 

or step of the life cycle of the request. Traces are connected using the trace identifier and hierarchical structures are 

generated that depict the entire request path through distributed systems. Nevertheless, distributed tracing was still in its 

infancy in 2022.  

 

By early 2022, only 27 percent of organizations had deployed the distributed tracing, even though three-quarters of 

organizations (75 percent of surveyed) planned to deploy the tracing in the next 1-3 years. Such a slow adoption 

indicates significant issues of implementation. Distributed tracing demands wide-ranging instrumentation throughout 

the services written in heterogeneous programming languages and frameworks. Big microservice systems generate 

huge volumes of traces, which may be in the millions of traces second, and they are associated with complex sampling 

strategies in order to handle the storage and processing costs without losing the statistics. The number of traces 

generated by financial institutions that deal with paying, trading, or settling operations is particularly high, which 

exacerbates the technical and cost-related issues of holistic tracing implementation. Organizations identified the issue 

of observability tool sprawl as an even more common issue with only 11 percent of organizations currently using five 

or more observability tools in 2021 and 24 percent projected to do so in 2022. The proliferation of this is indicative of 

the variety of needs in monitoring infrastructure, application, and user experience layers and patterns of point solutions 

that are not centrally consolidated on a platform (Fatema et al., 2014). 

 

 
 

Figure 3: Observability Tool Adoption and MTTR Degradation Trends (2020-2022) 
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3.3 Financial Services-Specific Observability Requirements 

 

Financial applications come with their own unique set of observability requirements that are indicative of regulatory 

compliance imperatives and operational complexity and risk management imperatives. Detection of transactions in 

real-time should be able to monitor transactions on various channels (mobile banking, web, ATM, in-branch, payment 

processors) with core banking systems and settlement infrastructure. The success rates of transactions, latency rates, 

errors categorization of failures, and end-of-day reconciliation completion shall be constantly followed and reported. 

Observability of core banking system (CBS) is not limited to traditional frameworks of monitoring application 

performance. Transactions are often handled asynchronously on CBS platforms and the request is received and settled 

on separate system paths and times.  

 

Tracing of transaction flows in asynchronous CBS environments Traditional APM tools optimized to trace synchronous 

function calls tend to be ineffective at tracing the entire transaction flow in asynchronous environments. Financial 

institutions have changed observability methods by developing bespoke transaction ID correlation across log, metrics, 

and traces to be able to reconstruct full transaction paths across asynchronous processing boundaries. Regulatory 

reporting must ensure constant records of the availability of systems, the appearance of incidents, and the schedule of 

remediation, and the evaluation of impact. There are generally 99.9 percent or more availability requirements specified 

in the service level agreements, and automatic escalation procedures occur when an SLA is violated. Observability 

platforms should produce automated reports on compliance with SLA, should have searchable incident audit trails, and 

should also be able to correlate technical measures with business impact measures (He et al., 2021). 

 

4. Synthetic Monitoring Tools: Comparative Analysis 

 

4.1 Market-Leading Platform Assessment 

 

The current synthetic monitoring market as of 2022 had a few established sellers with complementary strengths and 

positioning tactics. Dynatrace provided business transaction monitoring and digital experience measurement, synthetic 

monitoring at enterprise level with AI-driven root cause and supporting more than 180 locations around the world. The 

platform of Dynatrace combined synthetic transaction monitoring with real user monitoring and infrastructure 

monitoring offering full-stack observability. Nevertheless, the premium and enterprise-oriented nature of Dynatrace 

placement indicated more expensive implementation and operational costs than other platforms.  

 

New Relic retained its market share with the help of scriptable browser tests that were integrated with the APM 

platform of New Relic, as well as with the support of the location of over 150 monitoring in the world and the ability to 

use prices based on the amount of use. The platform allowed smooth interpreting synthetic tests with real-user 

monitoring data, and therefore correlating synthetic performance baselines with real-world user experience patterns. 

The developer-friendly pricing philosophy and open-mindedness of New Relic helped to attract the company to mid-

market and enterprise organizations that shifted their monitoring strategies to the legacy ones (Li et al., 2021). 

 

Datadog packaged manufactured synthetic monitoring features as part of full-stack observability stack, with existence 

over 200 synthetic monitoring locales globally, as well as sophisticated API and browser-based synthetic testing. The 

strategy of Datadog focused on consolidating the platforms to minimize the spread of tools, by unifying the monitoring 

of the infrastructure, monitoring the performance of the applications, monitoring real users, and monitoring security, 

and managing incidents. Comparative studies of costs as of 2022 showed that DataDog pricing models led to 

significantly more expensive total cost of ownership (TCO) of a wide range of uses cases than other comparable 

platforms, with prices of USD 2,275 to USD 25,007 per month on small to large engineering teams, versus USD 2,834 

to USD 72,139 on comparable monitoring scope. 

 

Pingdom provided niche services in the monitoring of transactions on websites and applications with easy-to-use 

interfaces and prompt implementation schedules. Pingdom serves an estimated 70 locations around the globe, which 

offers support to organizations that are more often interested in ease of use and rapid deployment rather than a large set 

of advanced features. Uptrends offered competitive advantages by having global monitoring network covering 233+ 

locations, giving organizations around the world a better geographic coverage. Site24x7, the product ecosystem of 

Zoho, offered monitoring solutions worldwide to more than 120 locations and this was attractive to organizations in the 

Zoho customer base as well as the mid-market niche (Murphy et al., 2016). 

 

4.2 Feature Capability Matrix and Functional Comparison 

 

Modern synthetic monitoring platforms converged around common feature sets while differentiating through platform 

breadth, analytical capabilities, and integration ecosystems. All major platforms supported multi-step transaction 

monitoring, enabling simulation of complete user workflows rather than simple single-page load tests. API monitoring 

capabilities became standardized, with support for REST, SOAP, and GraphQL endpoints, response assertion 

validation, and chained request sequences enabling realistic API workflow testing.  
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Table 2: Synthetic Monitoring Tools Comparative Analysis 

 

 
 

The coverage of geographic monitoring became one of the primary differentiators, and platform coverage went 

between 70 and 233 locations and above. Geographic diversity allowed observing the region-dependent latency 

concerns, Content Delivery Network (CDN) performance concerns, and geopolitical network concerns impacting 

financial institutions operating on a global scale. Organizations that had international customer bases or multiple 

regulatory jurisdictions needed monitoring in locations in such regions in order to develop performance baselines that 

could reflect customer experiences (Niedermaier et al., 2019).  

 

 
 

Figure 5: Synthetic Monitoring Tool Global Coverage Comparison 
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Advanced scripting capabilities separated enterprise-grade platforms from simpler solutions. Support for Selenium-

based browser automation, JavaScript-based custom logic, and integration with popular testing frameworks (Junit, 

TestNG) enabled sophisticated workflows accommodating complex single-sign-on mechanisms, multi-factor 

authentication, and custom business logic. Custom scripting capabilities directly correlated with ability to test realistic 

customer journeys through financial applications, including authentication flows, transaction approval processes, and 

settlement procedures. 

 

5. Performance Metrics and Observability Data Volumes 

5.1 Key Performance Indicators and Measurement Frameworks 
Synthetic monitoring platforms also record performance measures that are standardized over all transactions. The basic 

performance measure is response time, which is measured in milliseconds, and it is the time to take between the start of 

a transaction and the full response. Mean response time is used to set performance performance baselines, response 

time trends are used to determine patterns of performance degradation or performance improvement, and response time 

percentiles (95th, 99th percentile values) are used to identify the worst-case user experience cases that do not show 

trends in the average response time. Error rate tracking is used to measure the percentage of transactions that give error 

responses or do not result. Error rates distinguish between malfunction of transactions as flawed applications, failure of 

infrastructure, dependency of third-party services, and network connectivity.  

 

The classification of errors by type allows focusing of troubleshooting and ranking of correction activities. Availability 

measurement is a measure of the number of completed transactions that are successful, and the financial services 

institutions usually set SLA goals of 99.9 percent or more. Financial services institutions also measure transaction 

throughput (transactions per second), database response time, API response time to services dependent on it, and 

channel availability (mobile banking, web, ATM, branch systems). All these measures reflect the health of the 

transaction processing pipeline and allow to identify the performance bottlenecks of a particular processing phase 

(Schlossnagle, 2018). 

 

5.2 Data Volume and Cost Implications 
Financial application observability creates large volumes of data. Big banks which handle millions of transactions in a 

day generate millions of traces per second. A trace can usually contain dozens to hundreds of spans, with each span 

having timestamps, service identifiers, and type of operation, status code, and a latency measurement. End-to-end 

tracing that is full-instrumented on all services and requests produces volumes of data that require advanced sampling 

methods and cost-saving policies. The volumes of observability data have become prominent cost driver and 

operational challenge by the year 2022. About 27 percent of the organizations noted that total cost of ownership and 

data volume management were the key observability difficulties.  

 

Trace data storage costs, trace analysis and correlation costs, and analytical costs of collecting anomalies and 

identifying root causes make the implementation of observability on a large scale in financial institutions costly, in the 

multi-million dollar per year. Operational observability effectiveness is measured by the mean time to detect (MTTD) 

and the mean time to resolve (MTTR) metrics. MTTD is used to determine average time that has elapsed between the 

occurrence of the incident to detection and alert generation. MTTR calculates the full resolution time of detection, 

diagnosis, implementation of repair processes and preventive steps to ensure that it does not occur again. The MTTD 

and MTTR values of minutes per critical systems are aimed by financial services institutions and are a depiction of 

business urgency and regulatory pressures on the availability of the systems (Sekar et al., 2016). 

 

6. Regulatory Compliance and Risk Management Frameworks 

6.1 Regulatory Requirements Shaping Monitoring Strategies 
The monitoring of financial services should meet several overlapping regulatory frameworks that provide certain 

requirements on the system monitoring, data protection, and reporting of any incident. The Sarbanes-Oxley (SOX) 

compliance needs a large scale auditing of the financial reporting systems and controls that assure proper financial 

disclosures. Effectiveness in control measures against unauthorized access to financial data of financial reporting 

accuracy is monitored by internal controls that track the control effectiveness. Monitoring of change management is to 

ensure that any changes to financial reporting systems are done with the appropriate approval procedures as well as 

have the audit trails.  

 

Compliance with Payment Card Industry Data Security Standard (PCI-DSS) establishes the requirement that any 

systems processing payment cards data must be monitored continuously, any audit logs of system activity are required, 

and that compliance is exhibited by regularly evaluating and testing the system. The financial service institutions have 

to record the monitoring of their systems, access control and encryption of cardholder information. Basel III regulatory 

policies provide a capital adequacy, liquidity, and risk management provisions of banking institutions. Stress testing 

requirements are those that require simulation of different economic and market situations to determine institutional 

resilience. The synthetic monitoring data is also a vital input that is needed in the stress testing and resilience evaluation 

as it allows the simulation of system behavior at extreme transaction volumes, network latency conditions and service 

failure scenarios. Anti-Money Laundering (AML) and Know Your Customer (KYC) standards are a compliance 
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requirement that requires transactions to be monitored in case of suspicious transactions and require transactions that 

meet the suspicious activity requirements to be reported. Synthetic monitoring platforms of real-time transactions 

facilitate the detection of abnormal transaction behaviors before commencing specific investigation and reporting 

processes (Tsigkritis et al., 2020). 

 

6.2 Service Level Agreement Compliance and Audit Requirements 
The financial institutions and the third-party service providers have service level agreements that provide performance 

standards and accountability measures. The SLAs often define the availability requirements (99.9 percent or 99.99 

percent uptime), response time performance requirements (e.g., response time average is not more than 200 

milliseconds), and error rate requirements (e.g., error rate is not higher than 0.5 percent). SLA compliance involves 

monitoring on a continuous basis, automatic alerting on violation of threshold and maintenance of audit trail in a 

comprehensive manner to record every case of outages and performance degradation. The financial regulators require 

that the financial institutions should be responsible to the third-party providers to ensure compliance with the service 

level agreements by continuously overseeing and executing the compliance in written form. The regulators also require 

financial institutions to estimate the resilience and business continuity planning of their service providers, financial 

provider stability and compliance with regulations, and third-party cybersecurity practices and vulnerability mitigation 

(Veasey & Dodson, 2014). 

 

7. Financial Impact Assessment and Business Case Development 

7.1 Downtime Cost Analysis and Business Justification 
Financial services organizations experience downtime costs averaging USD 152 million annually, representing among 

the highest annual downtime costs across all industries. Revenue loss components account for approximately USD 37 

million of annual downtime costs, representing approximately 24.3 percent of total downtime expenses. Regulatory 

penalties contribute USD 22 million annually, reflecting fines and sanctions imposed by financial regulators following 

service disruptions affecting customers or market integrity. Legal settlement costs associated with customer disputes 

and service agreement breaches contribute an additional USD 14 million annually. 

 

 
 

Figure 2: Financial Services Annual Downtime Cost Breakdown (USD 152 Million Total) 
 

Individual incident costs scale substantially with outage duration and affected system criticality. A single hour of 

downtime costs financial enterprises upwards of USD 300,000 on average. Large financial institutions report hourly 

downtime costs reaching USD 1 million to USD 5 million during peak trading or settlement periods. Mid-sized 

financial institutions experience more moderate hourly costs of USD 300,000 to USD 500,000 but still face substantial 

aggregate annual expenses through multiple incidents (Veasey & Dodson, 2014).  
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Table 3: Financial Services Annual Downtime Costs (2021-2022 Baseline) 

 

Cost Category Amount/Duration 
Percentage of 

Total 
Business Impact 

Average Annual 

Downtime Cost 

(Financial Services) 

USD 152 Million 100% Industry benchmark 

Direct Revenue Loss 

Component 
USD 37 Million 24.3% Lost transactions 

Regulatory Penalties 

Component 
USD 22 Million 14.5% Compliance violations 

Legal and Settlement 

Costs 
USD 14 Million 9.2% Service disputes 

Other Operational Costs USD 79 Million 52% Productivity/recovery 

Per-Hour Downtime Cost 

(Average Institution) 
USD 300,000+ Variable Real-time impact 

Per-Hour Downtime Cost 

(Large Enterprises) 
USD 1 - 5 Million Variable Peak trading periods 

Revenue Recovery Period 

Following Outage 
75 Days N/A 

Customer/transaction 

impact 

Mid-Sized Enterprise 

Average Hourly Cost 
USD 300,000 - 500,000 Variable 

Substantial aggregate 

impact 

 

The API downtime, in particular, proves the existence of a detrimental effect in the finances sphere. According to recent 

data, the rate of API downtime has risen 60 percent between the Q1 2024 and the Q1 2025, with the average uptime of 

API decreasing to 99.46 percent to 99.66 percent. Such a seemingly small increase in downtime of 0.2 percent equates 

to about 10 extra minutes of weekly outage, or about 9 extra hours of annual outage. In such times, all payment 

processing stops, trading platforms go offline, and fraud detection tools go offline. The average time of revenue 

recovery in the case of major outages is 75 days or more, which is a reflection of the subsequent effects on customer 

relationships and transaction volumes (Wang et al., 2014).  
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Figure 4: API Uptime Decline and Annual Downtime Impact (Q1 2024 - Q1 2025) 

 

7.2 Return on Investment and Cost Justification Frameworks 
Synthetic monitoring investment justification is based on proven capability to eliminate the number of downtimes as 

well as mean time to recovery. The effectiveness of organizations engaging in holistic synthetic monitoring is a 40-60 

percent mean time to detect improvement as a result of active detection of performance degradation and availability 

problems before they affect customers. Improvements in mean time to resolve (30-50 percent) have been reported as a 

result of quick finding of bottleneck locations in the system performance and early detection of compromised system 

components. An example is a financial institution with a 2 million transactions a day with an average transaction value 

of USD 500 per transaction pass through its financial institution has a daily revenue shock of USD 1 billion in the 

processing of transactions. Synthetic monitoring that allows 2–3-hour advance warning/capacity adjustment of planned 

or emergency outages warrants a significant investment in monitoring. 

 

 
 

Figure 8: Synthetic Monitoring ROI by Institution Size (3-Year Projection) 
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8. Current Challenges and Implementation Barriers 

8.1 Technical Challenges in Modern Observability 
The implementation of observability in microservices architecture faces significant technical issues that restrict the 

level of effectiveness and amplify the cost of implementation. Fragmented vendor ecosystems and a tendency to use 

point solutions instead of comprehensive ones can be manifested through the proliferation of tool sprawl, 24 percent of 

organizations are using five or more observability tools by 2022. Complexity of integration between various monitoring 

platforms, no uniform alerting processes, and disjointed incident detection and response processes create operational 

overhead and diminishes the effectiveness of observability (Zhu et al., 2022).  

 

Table 4: Observability Challenges and MTTR Degradation Metrics (2020-2022) 

 

Challenge / Metric Prevalence 
Measurement 

Period 

Impact 

Category 
Trend 

Observability Tool Sprawl (5+ tools) 24% 2022 High Increasing 

Observability Tool Sprawl (10+ 

tools) 
5% 2022 Critical Increasing 

Kubernetes/Microservices 

Monitoring Difficulty 
52% 2022 High Persistent 

MTTR Within One Hour Resolution 

(2020) 
53.4% 2020 Baseline Reference 

MTTR Within One Hour Resolution 

(2022) 
35.94% 2022 Degraded Worsening 

Organizations with Deployed 

Distributed Tracing 
27% 2022 Emerging Low adoption 

Organizations Planning to Deploy 

Tracing (1-3 years) 
75% 2022 

Growing 

Adoption 

Significant 

increase 

Kubernetes-Specific Security 

Concerns 
34% 2022 High 

Primary 

challenge 

Kubernetes 

Monitoring/Troubleshooting 

Difficulty 

31% 2022 High 
Primary 

challenge 

Kubernetes Networking Challenges 30% 2022 High Common issue 

Kubernetes Cluster Management 

Complexity 
27% 2022 Moderate 

Secondary 

challenge 

Observability Data Volume/TCO 

Concerns 
27% 2022 Moderate 

Increasing 

priority 

 

Kubernetes and microservices monitoring were a major issue facing 52 per cent of organizations that were trying to 

achieve observability in the cloud environment. Kubernetes is associated with dynamic workload orchestration, 

horizontal scaling, container lifecycle management, and network complexity beyond the reach of conventional 

monitoring schemes, which were created to operate with fixed infrastructure. The security concerns (34 percent of 

respondents), complexity of monitoring and troubleshooting (31 percent), networking issues (30 percent), and cluster 

management (27 percent) are some observability issues related to the specifics of Kubernetes (Aceto et al., 2013).  
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Figure 6: Kubernetes and Microservices Monitoring Challenges 
 

The complexity of distributed tracing implementation is high even with increasing usage. Technical challenges 

Instrumentation requirements in services written in heterogeneous programming languages, continuous measurement 

and processing of millions of traces per second, and complex analysis requirements to derive sensible information in 

large volumes of data are all challenging. In addition to the complexity of integrating tracing into heterogeneous 

technology stacks, financial institutions with legacy systems and modern microservice architectures face the challenge 

of integrating a tracing system with their existing systems (Alhamazani et al., 2015).  

 

8.2 Performance Impact and Overhead Considerations 
Distributed tracing imposes quantifiable performance cost in instrumentation processing, trace propagation cost, span 

data collection and export, and analysis platform resource consumption. Performance overhead is not fully measured in 

various types of applications and tracing configurations, which leaves doubt over the level of acceptable tracing 

intensity. Financial applications with high latency requirements (trading systems, paying) can have intolerable 

impairment of performance even when traced with a comparatively small overhead. The cost of observability data has 

become a major challenge that restricts the implementation of full monitoring. Observability solutions on clouds are 

priced according to the volume of data ingestion, and extensive amounts of money are involved in ongoing data 

gathering of comprehensive tracing, metrics, and logging information of high-volume applications. Sampling methods 

minimize data volumes and costs and add statistical inaccuracies to rare events and anomalies that happen below 

sampling levels. Financial institutions need to see through the rare and high impact events, and sampling-based cost 

reduction strategies are problematic in the case of financial services (Alhamazani et al., 2015). 

 

9. Evolution and Future Directions 

9.1 Emerging Technology Integration and AI-Driven Observability 
Integration of artificial intelligence and machine learning in observability platforms is becoming a major trend as of 

2021-2022. The features of anomaly detection based on AI automatically guarantee the base of performance based on 

analysis of historical data and then detect a statistically significant deviation that should be investigated. The predictive 

analytics features predict the future in terms of performance degradation and capacity constraint appearance on the 

basis of current trends extrapolation. Root cause analysis automation shortens the time spent on investigations because 

it correlates performance metrics, traces, and logs to find likely points of the issue. New Relic launched New Relic 

Grok, a neural AI observability assistant, with the goal of reducing the manual data analysis burdens, and 

democratizing observability knowledge within the technical organizations. Dynatrace increased the AI-based root cause 

analysis functions in the AppEngine platform technology allowing more advanced troubleshooting of microservices 

architectures. These advancements suggest the industry trends of the AI-aided observability, the lack of reliance on 

specific observability knowledge, and the quickening of the incident detection and resolution cycles. 
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9.2 Platform Consolidation and Full-Stack Observability 
In 2021-2022, platform consolidation became a strategic direction that organizations wanted to pursue to minimize the 

tools bloat and ease the burden on integration problems. The major vendors grew capabilities on platforms to include 

infrastructure monitoring, application performance monitoring, real-user monitoring, digital experience monitoring, 

network performance monitoring, serverless monitoring, log management, security monitoring, and incident 

management. Complete infrastructure, application, and user experience visibility platforms became the most prevalent 

strategic course in the development of the observability market. Revving growth trend- Cloud-based and SaaS-based 

observability solutions continued its growth path as companies increased the pace of cloud migration programs. The 

observability platforms that were cloud-native had better scalability, less on-premises infrastructure needs, and easier 

update and maintenance controls than the traditional on-premises deployments. As financial institutions shifted to 

cloud-based observability, they retained security and compliance postures by deploying the private clouds or into 

specific SaaS instances that offered data isolation and compliance guarantees (Barham et al., 2004). 

 

 
 

Figure 7: Distributed Tracing Adoption Lifecycle and Implementation Intentions 

 

10. Recommendations and Conclusions 

10.1 Financial Institutions: Synthetic Monitoring Implementation Strategy 
When financial institutions consider the implementation of synthetic monitoring, they should start with an in-depth 

analysis of the main application portfolio and determine which systems need guaranteed twenty-four-hour availability 

and which those are the most effective in customer experience and regulatory compliance. The first synthetic 

monitoring deployments are to concentrate on those flows of transactions that are revenue-significant (payment 

processing, fund transfers, trading operations) and customer-facing digital flows (mobile banking, web applications) as 

opposed to trying to cover all the systems at the same time. The geographic diversity in deployment strategy should be 

more inclined in the area where customers are concentrated and other areas in the world where the organization 

requires to perform its activities. The choice of monitoring location should be based on the customer distribution 

patterns, as well as network topology, where it is noted that performance problems in certain regions would need 

monitoring on the ground to identify them. When operating multigeography operations, financial institutions must 

develop a performance baseline in each region, being aware that normal latency differentiation exists between 

geographically dispersed infrastructure. Synthetic monitoring must be part of more general observability strategies 

including real-user monitoring, infrastructure monitoring and application performance monitoring. Comparison of 

synthetic baselines of performance with real-life trends of user experience affirms the fact that synthetic scenarios are 

reflective of real-life interactions. The difference between synthetic and actual performance suggests that the 

monitoring scenarios have gaps or changing behavioral patterns of users that are interesting to investigate (Basiri et al., 

2016).  

 

10.2 Platform Selection and Evaluation Criteria 
The financial institutions choosing synthetic monitoring platforms must assess according to certain alignment 

requirements as opposed to the reputation of vendors or market positioning. Monitored locations coverage, support of 

transaction complexity, scripting, and customization, integration with legacy monitoring platforms, alerting and 

notification, SLA compliance reporting, compliance audit trail maintenance, and total cost of ownership calculations 

based on expected monitoring coverage are also features that are to be comprehensively covered in feature checklists. 
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The cost analysis must include the cost of platform licensing and such additional cost as implementation services, 

professional costs by custom scripting and integration, platform administration overhead, and where applicable data 

storage or ingestion cost. 

 

Table 5: API Availability Impact in Financial Services (2024-2025 Projection) 

 

Metric Value Region/Focus Source Context 

API Downtime 

Increase 
60% Q1 2024 to Q1 2025 

Significant risk 

elevation 

Average API 

Uptime (Q1 2024) 
99.66% Global baseline 

Strong 

performance 

Average API 

Uptime (Q1 2025) 
99.46% Current performance 

Degraded 

performance 

Weekly 

Downtime 

Minutes (Q1 

2024) 

34 Minutes 
Baseline 

accumulation 
Weekly impact 

Annual Downtime 

Hours (0.1% 

decline) 

8 - 9 Hours Cumulative impact 
Business 

interruption 

Transaction 

Processing Status 
Halted Downtime period 

Revenue loss 

immediate 

Fraud Detection 

Availability 
Unavailable Downtime period 

Compliance 

violation 

Regulatory 

Reporting 

Capability 

Delayed/Compromised Downtime period 
Regulatory 

exposure 

Revenue 

Recovery Period 
75 Days Post-incident Extended duration 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

Synthetic monitoring is a critical feature that financial institutions with modern applications that need to ensure 

constant availability, real-time observability, and regulatory compliance prove. Financial services industry is 

characterized by unique monitoring demands that represent significant financial implications of system failures, 

sophisticated regulatory processes, and customer demands to continuously receive services. The USD 6.8 billion now 

and USD 8.2 billion in 2022 and 2025 market size of Application Performance Monitoring is an indicator of the 

importance of observability to organizations in their digital transformation efforts. 

 

The present market environment provides variety of synthetic monitoring platform with overlapping features and 

differentiation. There is no one platform that is best suited to every single organization; it is necessary to choose the one 

that is likely to work best based on the demands of certain financial institution and the available technology ecosystem, 

organizational competencies, and the scope of monitoring expected. Complexity in implementation is still high, and 

this can be attributed to the difficulty in full instrumentation of microservices, managing the volume of distributed 

tracing data and cost optimization of observability infrastructure (Chen & Stallaert, 2014). 
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Nevertheless, the synthetic monitoring investment is highly justified in financial services settings despite the 

challenges. Mean time to detect improvements of 40-60 percent and mean time to resolve improvements of 30-50 

percent are documented to be worth the high cost of monitoring. Observability platform investment is quick-paying in 

terms of preventing or minimizing the instances of downtime, which cost USD 300,000 to USD 5 million per hour. The 

increased business case justification beyond a purely financial consideration is in the form of regulatory compliance 

benefits in terms of demonstration of constant monitoring and ability to respond quickly to incidences. 

 

Synthetic monitoring by financial institutions should not be considered as an isolated tool implementation rather as a 

support element in the comprehensive observability strategies which would cover the infrastructure, application, and 

user experience layers. Observability benefits should be maximized through integration with larger observability 

architecture, aggregation of fragmented monitoring tools and be aligned with organizational incident response 

processes to enable transformation toward modern application architecture and operational practices. The financial 

services observability approaches will evolve through the next several years due to the further development of the 

market toward AI-based observability, full-stack platform, and cloud-native deployment frameworks. 
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