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The Honest Guide
to Al in Financial
Consolidation

Why the foundation has to come before Al, and
the work you can finally delegate once it does



Finance teams take six or more business days

to close their books (Source). Most are not slow
because their close tools are inadequate. They are
slow because data problems that started upstream

— in ERP extracts, intercompany submissions, and
manual journal entries — surface only when the
consolidation runs. By then, the investigation loop has
already begun.

Al in financial consolidation is a genuine opportunity. But Al
doesn’t fix a data problem - it inherits one. Organisations that
deploy it without a governed chart of accounts, traceable ERP
extraction rules, codified elimination logic, and a complete audit
trail will not close faster. They will close with greater confidence
in the wrong numbers.

The path from manual consolidation to Al-assisted close runs
through six stages, each building on the last. Skipping ahead

is how organisations end up with sophisticated tools sitting on
top of ungoverned data — and a close process that is harder

to explain, not easier to run. Done properly, this is what makes
delegation possible: not handing Al the judgement call, but
freeing the controller from re-earning trust in the same numbers
every period.

: O
Al compresses the investigation loop. It does N
not replace the judgement call. The path to

making that useful runs through a decision
moment most vendors don’t talk about —
and that most implementations skip.



https://www.cfo.com/topic/corporate-finance/
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The Problem
Is Not Where
You Think Itls

It is day six of the close.

The consolidation has run, the numbers

are largely in, and then the question arrives
— from an auditor, from the CFO, from an
investor relations contact preparing the
board pack. It is a reasonable question: why
has the intercompany variance in the DACH
sub-consolidation moved by this amount this
period?

To answer it, someone has to export the trial
balance from the consolidation platform,
open a pivot table, and cross-reference
against the prior period workings, which live
in a spreadsheet that was built by someone
who left eighteen months ago. Contact the
entity controller in Munich, who needs to go
back to their ERP. The answer takes forty
minutes, three people, and two tools that
were not designed to talk to each other.

The data problem
hiding in plain sight.

50% of finance teams take six or
more business days to close their

books. The assumption in most
finance technology discussions
is that this is a process speed
problem. It is not.

Source: 2025 Benchmark Study by
CFO.com and Ledge

Extended close cycles and weakened
reporting confidence share a common

origin: data problems that enter the process
upstream. They accumulate silently —through
trial balance imports and intercompany
submissions and manual journal postings
—and surface only when the consolidation
engine runs. By then, the corporate controller
is already in investigation mode, tracing errors
back to entity controllers, who trace them
back to ERPs.

In finance, 99%
accuracy is 0% trust

One ungoverned answer — one
journal that Al recommended and
no human understood well enough
to review — is enough to undermine
confidence in everything the
system produces. Controllers sign
off on numbers that go to boards,

auditors, and regulators. The
standard is not “probably right™. It
is right, traceable, and defensible.

And that standard doesn’t change
because Al is involved. If anything,
it raises the bar. When a controller
can’t explain why the system
produced a number, the number
can’t be used - regardless of
whether it’s correct.

That forty-minute loop isn’t a one-off. It
happens at every stage of the close, and it
happens because of where an organisation
sits on a journey most vendors never make
explicit. Here it is, in full.



Six stages to build an Al-ready
consolidation journey

Foundation Stages

Disconnected Governed Automated

Spreadsheets, manual Single platform, mapped Codified eliminations,
ERP exports, no audit COA, repeatable automated FX, entity
trail extraction rules absorption

oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo

Decision Moment
Is your foundation ready to build on?

.
ooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo
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Al Surfaces AlRecommends Al Executes /
Exceptions flagged, Journal entries Routine tasks
variances explained, suggested, close timeline autonomous, sign-off
judgement retained by compressed, every action retained, control by
the controller approved design )

Delegation
Era

Intelligence Stages

Stages 1, 2, and 3 are Foundation stages. Stages 4, 5, and 6 are the Intelligence stages — what
becomes possible once the foundation exists. The Decision Moment is the gate between them.
Most implementations rush through it. They all pay for it later.



The Six-Stage
Journey

Vendors are selling the destination. The foundation decides whether you
canreachit.

Technology vendors in the financial consolidation market are selling a consistent vision:

Al that closes faster, explains variances automatically, and gives finance teams time back.

The destination is plausible. The marketing is consistent. The question is not whether the
destination exists. The question is how far you are from it, what stands between you and it, and
what happens if you try to skip the journey.

The six stages below map the path from where most mid-market finance teams actually
are to where Al can meaningfully help. The Foundation Stages (1-3) are not preambile to the
interesting part. They are the interesting part. The Intelligence Stages (4-6) are only credible
once the foundation is honest.

Disconnected

What it means in practice:

The organisation is disconnected from its own data. Spreadsheets are the consolidation
system. ERP data is exported and reformatted manually each period. There is no audit
trail and no version control. Changes are undocumented. When an auditor asks a
question, the answer requires archaeology across shared drives and email threads.

Every acquisition, disposal, or group restructure requires rebuilding large portions of
the model. The close happens. The numbers reach the board. But the effort required is
disproportionate to the result.

® What you unlock: Visibility into the problem



What it means in practice:

The architectural gate between stages 1 and 2. This is where COA structure,

ERP extraction rules, elimination logic, and audit trail design are decided. Most
implementations rush through this. All of them pay for it later. Al cannot compensate for
a foundation that was not built here.

@® What you unlock: Foundation or ceiling

Governed

What it means in practice:

A single consolidation platform is in place. The chart of accounts is mapped consistently
across all entities. ERP extraction rules are defined, repeatable, and documented. An
audit trail exists — meaning that when the auditor asks a tracing question, the answer
exists in the system rather than in a shared drive.

® What you unlock: Auditability and control

Automated

What it means in practice:

Intercompany eliminations run from codified rules rather than manual workings. FX
translation is automated. New entities can be absorbed without rebuilding the model. The
close process runs faster and errors from manual steps reduce significantly.

® What you unlock: Speed and accuracy




Al Surfaces

What it means in practice:

Al surfaces exceptions before the review begins. Variances are explained automatically,
with the audit trail as the source. Rather than scanning the full consolidation for
movement, the controller sees a ranked list of variances with automatic explanations
drawn from governed data. The human retains all judgement. Al compresses the work
required before judgement can be applied.

® What you unlock: Investigation time compressed

Al Recommends

What it means in practice:

Al recommends standard journal entries for review. Submission deadlines are enforced
automatically. Close timeline compresses. The accountant approves every action —
nothing is posted without human sign-off.

® Wwhat you unlock: Close days reduced




Al Executes

What it means in practice:

Routine, repeatable close tasks run autonomously within defined parameters. Override
and sign-off are retained by the finance team. Control is built into the architecture, not
added on top. The controller manages the process rather than executes it.

® What you unlock: Routine tasks autonomous, control retained

The critical distinction 4 N
Stages 1, 2, and 3 are foundation stages. Al cannot Take an interactive
reliably help if the data is ungoverned. Stages 4, 5, Financial Consolidation
and 6 are the intelligence stages — what becomes
; gence stages — wha product tour to see
possible once the foundation exists. Skip the . .
Decision Moment and Stages 4, 5, and 6 become this in action.
expensive experiments rather than operational
capability. & /

CFOs understand what’s coming. Kyriba’s 2026 CFO Outlook shows 67% of CFOs expect Al to
drive the biggest shift in their role over the next five years, but concerns about data accuracy
and reliability remain the most cited barriers to adoption. That tension isn’t a coincidence.

Gartner’s Hype Cycle for Al in Finance, 2026 puts it plainly: finance Al adoption is no longer
capped by model capability. The constraint now is unit economics, governance, and the ability
to embed Al into controlled processes like close, consolidation, and reporting.



https://www.kyriba.com/reports/2026-cfo-survey-confidence/
https://www.gartner.com/en/documents/8115898
https://www.prophix.com/lp/financial-consolidation-product-tour/
https://www.prophix.com/lp/financial-consolidation-product-tour/
https://www.prophix.com/lp/financial-consolidation-product-tour/
https://www.prophix.com/lp/financial-consolidation-product-tour/

The Decision Moment

The data foundation that makes Al in financial consolidation work.

The Decision Moment is not a milestone in the implementation plan. It is the set of
architectural choices — about chart of accounts structure, ERP extraction rules, elimination
logic, and audit trail design — that determine everything the platform can do from that point
forward, including whether Al can ever operate defensibly on its data.

This is what Guy Menard, Vice-President, Consolidation and Close at Prophix, calls the Data
Trust Layer, and what makes the ‘data guardian’ vision he describes in Consolidation 4.0
possible. Most implementations treat it as a configuration task. It’s not. These are structural
decisions that either compound upward through every subsequent stage or create a ceiling
that no amount of Al investment can break through.

The governed model can’t be added retroactively without effectively rebuilding the
foundation. Vendors who skip this decision do so for understandable commercial reasons:
faster implementation, quicker go-live, earlier invoice. The organisations that allow it
typically discover the consequences two or three periods in, when the first complex
scenario arrives and the model can’t handle it cleanly.

The scale of the problem is well documented. RGP’s 2026 CFO Research Report found that
only 10% of surveyed CFOs fully trust their enterprise data, and 86% say legacy systems
limit their Al readiness. Both figures have the same root cause: data architecture decisions
that were made quickly at set up that compound over time into structural limitations on
what the organisation can do with its data.

Three decisions determine whether the foundation holds.
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Decision One: Chart of
Accounts Structure

The chart of accounts is the taxonomy of the
consolidation. Every financial figure in every entity
needs to be mapped to a position in the group chart of
accounts before it can be consolidated.

If that mapping is inconsistent — revenue captured

in different account structures across subsidiaries,
intercompany balances coded differently across
entities, cost centre hierarchies varying by region —
every consolidation run requires manual reconciliation
to compensate.

The correct decision at setup is to design the group
chart of accounts for the reports the CFO needs to
produce, not for the simplest possible replication of
the existing entity charts.

This is a finance decision, not a technology one.

It requires understanding the group reporting
requirements, the segment structure, and the likely
shape of future acquisitions or restructures.

Teams that skip this decision typically replicate
their existing spreadsheet structure in the platform.
The result is a platform that replicates spreadsheet
limitations in a more expensive wrapper.

IFRS 18, effective for
annual periods beginning
on or after 1 January 2027,
will require most EMEA
groups to re-categorise
income statement line
items into defined groups,
operating, investing, and
financing, and introduces
mandatory management-
defined performance
measures. That’s a chart of
accounts decision before
it’s a disclosure decision.
Getting the group chart

of accounts right at setup
avoids a retrospective
rebuild when the first IFRS
18-driven restatement is
required.

1



Decision Two:
ERP Extraction Rules

The consolidation model is only as clean

as the data entering it. ERP extraction rules
define which accounts feed which positions
in the group chart of accounts, at what
frequency, and with what validation.

The decision at setup is not “what is the
fastest way to get data from the ERP into
the platform?” It is: “what rules, consistently
applied, will give us data that we can

trace, reconcile, and defend under audit
questioning?”

The difference matters because inconsistent
extraction rules create two categories of
problem. The first is visible immediately:
numbers that do not reconcile across
entities. The second surfaces later: audit trail
questions that cannot be answered because
the extraction logic was not documented and
the person who configured it has moved on.

For multi-ERP environments — common

in mid-market organisations that have
grown through acquisition — extraction

rule decisions are more complex but more
consequential. The integration only delivers
its value if the extraction rules were defined
correctly at setup.

Decision Three:
Elimination Logic and
Audit Trail

Intercompany eliminations are where
consolidation accuracy is most at risk

and most visible to auditors. At setup, the
decision is between two approaches: define
the elimination rules explicitly in the platform,
so they run automatically each period from
documented logic or handle eliminations
manually and rely on controllers to catch
them.

.

The first approach requires more effort

at setup. It repays that investment every
period thereafter. The second approach
is faster to implement. It creates ongoing
manual workload and audit exposure that
accumulates.

The audit trail decision is closely linked: every
elimination, every journal entry, every FX
translation needs to be traceable from the
consolidated output back to its source. This
is what makes audit questions answerable
without investigation — and makes Al useful
at stage 4. When Al explains a variance, it is
drawing on a complete audit trail. Without the
trail, Al has nothing to explain from.

Why most
implementations
skip this

The Decision Moment requires a
finance team willing to spend time
before go-live on decisions that feel
abstract before they feel necessary.
Implementation partners are often
incentivised to move fast. The business
wants to stop paying for a parallel
process.

The result is predictable: the Decision
Moment is compressed into the first
two weeks of implementation, treated
as a configuration checklist rather than
an architectural conversation, and
revisited under pressure two years
later when complexity arrives.

High-quality data, strong governance,
and clear audit trails are not outputs of
Al. They are inputs into it. The Decision
Moment is the point at which that
foundation either begins — or doesn’t.

12



What Al in Financial
Consolidation Should

and Should Not Do

An honest process map

Al in financial consolidation operates on a governed data foundation or it doesn’t operate
defensibly at all. The boundaries in the process map below aren’t limitations waiting to be
engineered away in the next product release. They are permanent professional and legal
boundaries that make a controller’s sign-off meaningful.

The consolidation close is a sequence of distinct process steps, each with its own error profile,
investigation risk, and Al opportunity. The table below maps the core process from trial balance
import to published accounts — what creates friction today, what Al can do once the foundation

is governed, what Al can’t do, and where human control must remain.

Process What creates

friction today

step

Step one: Entity submissions
Trial balance arrive late, in
collection and inconsistent formats,
import with mapping

errors that are only

caught when the

consolidation runs.
Step two: Inter-entity COA
Chart of accounts differences create
mapping manual mapping

work each period;
mapping errors
propagate silently.

What Al can do

(Foundation required)

Validate trial balance
data at submission
against defined rules;
flag mismatches before
import; alert entity
controllers to exceptions
automatically.

Apply and maintain
mapping rules
automatically; flag new
accounts that do not
match existing mapping;
suggest likely mappings
based on historical
patterns.

What Al
cannot do

Correct the
underlying ERP data;
determine whether
a flagged variance is
intentional.

Determine the
correct group
mapping for a new
account; make
judgement calls
on ambiguous
categorisation.

Human
control point

Finance team
sign-off on imported
trial balances;

entity controller
responsibility for
source data.

Controller decision
on COA mapping for
new or ambiguous
accounts.

13



Process
step

Step three:
Intercompany
reconciliation

Step four:
FX translation

Step five:
Elimination entries

Step six:
Adjusting and
manual journals

Step seven:
Variance analysis
and review

What creates
friction today

IC balances that do
not match between
entities are the single
most common cause
of extended close
cycles.

Manual FX
application creates
period-on-period
inconsistency; rate
source is not always
documented.

Manual elimination
workings are error-
prone and hard

to trace; group
restructures require
rebuilding elimination
logic.

Journals posted

late in the close by
entity controllers are
difficult to review
systematically under
time pressure.

Variance
explanations are
produced manually,
often after the close
has passed; auditor
questions require re-
investigation.

What Al can do

(Foundation required)

Surface IC mismatches
as soon as both sides
of the transaction

are submitted; rank

by materiality; trace
mismatch to source.

Apply translation rules
automatically from a
managed rate table; flag
where rates differ from
prior period by more
than a defined threshold.

Run codified elimination
rules automatically; flag
eliminations that fall
outside defined rules;
produce a complete
elimination audit trail.

Surface journals that fall
outside normal patterns
by amount, account,
entity, or timing;
recommend standard
journals based on
historical patterns.

Explain period-on-period
variances automatically,
tracing to source
transactions; surface
the top contributors to
movement; flag unusual
or negative balances.

What Al
cannot do

Determine which
side of the IC
mismatch is
correct; approve IC
eliminations.

Determine the
correct translation
methodology for
a new transaction
type; apply
judgement to
hedge accounting
treatments.

Determine the
correct elimination
treatment for a
new or complex
transaction; sign
off on adjusting
eliminations.

Approve or post
any journal entry;
determine whether
an unusual journal is
correct or in error.

Provide explanations
for movements

in ungoverned or
incomplete data;
draw conclusions on
whether a variance is
acceptable.

Human
control point

Entity and group
controller agreement
on IC balances;
controller approval of
eliminations.

Controller approval
of translation

rates; sign-off on
methodology for
complex instruments.

Controller review
and approval of all
elimination entries,
including Al-surfaced
exceptions.

Controller approval of
every journal entry;
CFO sign-off on
material adjustments.

Controller review and
sign-off on variance
explanations; CFO
judgement on
materiality.




Process What creates
step friction today
Step eight: Audit trail

Audit trail and close reconstruction

is manual and
time-consuming;
documentation of
close decisions is

documentation

inconsistent.
Step nine: Final report
Reporting and production is often
publication disconnected from

the consolidation
system; last-minute
changes create
version control risk.

What Al can do

(Foundation required)

Surface complete audit
trail for any transaction
or balance; respond

to audit trail queries in
natural language where
report data supports a
confident answer.

Produce group reporting
outputs directly

from the governed
consolidation model; flag
discrepancies between
consolidation data and
board pack inputs.

What Al
cannot do

Create an audit
trail that was

not captured at
source; provide
documentation for
decisions that were
not recorded.

Approve, certify, or
sign off reporting
outputs; make the
judgement call on
disclosure wording.

Human
control point

Controller
responsibility

for audit trail
completeness; legal
and compliance
sign-off on audit
documentation.

CFO and Board sign-
off on published
accounts; controller
certification of
consolidation
accuracy.

Auditable autonomy, not blind

automation

Every Al action in a governed consolidation is
explainable, traceable, and subject to human approval.
This is not a limitation of the vision. It is the vision. Al
that acts on financial data without a complete audit trail
and human oversight is not a faster close tool. It is a

liability.

KPMG’s 2026 Global Al in Finance report — based on

1,013 senior finance leaders across 20 countries — is
explicit on this point: Al-enabled finance processes
require governance, controls, audit trails, and human
oversight built in from the outset. The “What Al cannot
do” column in this table is not a gap in the technology.
That is what turns automation into something a finance
leader can delegate, not a black box they have to

babysit.

B

The Prophix One
Consolidation Agent,
launched June 2026,
brings natural-language
querying to the governed
consolidation model -
enabling controllers to
ask audit trail questions
in plain language and
receive traceable, source-
referenced answers.
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What Auditable
Autonomy Actually
Looks Like

Al in financial consolidation at stages 4, 5, and 6.

Stages 4, 5, and 6 are the direction of travel for organisations that have built the foundation
described in previous sections. What changes between the stages is not the platform. It is the
level of trust the organisation has earned — through governed data, a complete audit trail, and a
track record of Al suggestions that have been reviewed, approved, and proved correct.

Each stage should be evaluated against the same test: governed data, explainable output, and
human sign-off.

The context in which this matters is not abstract. Deloitte’s UK CFO Survey Q12026 found that
business optimism among UK CFOs has fallen to a six-year low, with geopolitical uncertainty
cited as the top external risk with record-high concern. In that environment, the finance
function’s value to the board is not just closing faster. It is closing with confidence — with
numbers that are right, traceable, and defensible under examination.

Al Surfaces

At stage 4, Al operates as a co-pilot during the consolidation review. Its job is to compress the
investigation loop.

When the consolidation runs, Al surfaces exceptions before the review begins. Rather than
scanning the full consolidation output for movement, the controller sees a ranked list of
variances with automatic explanations drawn from the audit trail.

The intercompany mismatch that would have taken forty minutes to trace is explained in
seconds, with the source transactions and the entities involved surfaced automatically.

16
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The controller does not have to trust the explanation blindly. The audit trail is the source. The
explanation is reproducible. The investigation loop — find it, trace it, explain it — becomes a
review loop: here is what happened, confirm or investigate further.

This is the design distinction between trustworthy Al and dangerous Al in consolidation: the
system knows when it does not know. Where the data doesn’t support a confident answer, it
says so.

For controllers operating under increasing audit scrutiny, the ability to answer audit questions
without manual investigation is not a quality-of-life improvement. It’s a risk management
capability.

Al Recommends

Stage 5 is where Al begins to actively shape the consolidation process rather than simply
explain it.

Al recommends standard journal entries for review. Where historical patterns indicate

a recurring adjustment — a period-end accrual, a standard intercompany settlement, a
consistent FX translation entry — Al prepares the journal and presents it for approval. The
controller does not post it without review. But the preparation work, the pattern recognition,
the prior-period comparison, has already been done.

Al also coordinates the close process. Submission deadlines are enforced automatically. Entity
controllers receive reminders calibrated to their submission history. Overdue submissions
trigger escalation through defined workflows. The close timeline compresses not because

the consolidation mechanics are faster but because the upstream data collection is better
managed.

Stage 5 is where the value of the foundation becomes measurable. The organisations that
reach it with confidence are the ones that made the right decision at the Decision Moment.

17




@ Al Executes

Stage 6 is the destination the market is currently selling. It is real. It requires everything that
came before it.

Routine, repeatable close tasks run autonomously within defined parameters. The standard
intercompany settlements post automatically from codified rules. The recurring period-

end accruals are prepared and presented for single-click approval. The FX translation runs
automatically. The close process that previously required sustained manual effort compresses
to a supervised workflow the controller manages rather than executes.

“Supervised” is not a caveat. It is the design. Control is built into the architecture, not added

on top. Override and sign-off remain with the finance team. The controller’s role at stage 6 is
not to perform the routine tasks. It is to own the outcome — to review, approve, and certify that
the numbers are right. This is delegation finance can actually stand behind: the routine work
moves without the controller attached to every step, while ownership of the outcome never
leaves their hands.

Stage 6 is not the right posture for every scenario in every period. New entity structures,
complex transactions, first-time application of new accounting standards — these require more
human involvement, not less. The mark of a well-designed platform is not that it automates
everything. It’s that it makes it easy to increase oversight when the situation demands it.

18




Are You Ready for Al in
Financial Consolidation?

The journey from Stage 1to Stage 6 is not a straight line. Most
mid-market organisations are somewhere in the middle — past
the purely manual stage, not yet at the governed foundation that
makes Al useful.

The most common position is a Stage 2 or 3 environment with Stage 1
workarounds still operating in the background: a parallel spreadsheet model for
complex structures, manual elimination workings for specific entity pairs, a chart
of accounts that was set up in a hurry and has never been properly rationalised.

The honest question is not “can we implement Al?” It is: “what does our foundation
actually look like, and what does it need before Al can add value rather than risk?”
The six questions below are a starting point for that conversation.
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Where are you on your Al-ready consolidation journey?

Question If you answered no

1 Can you point to a single consolidation platform that all The most valuable investment right
entities feed consistently — or is the group consolidation still now is governance, not Al.
partially or primarily managed in spreadsheets?

2 Is your group chart of accounts designed for the reports the COA structure may be creating
CFO needs to produce — or is it a rationalisation of accounts hidden mapping work every period.
that existed in the founding entities?

3 Can a new finance team member run the period-end Extraction rules are arisk, not a
ERP extraction today without relying on undocumented foundation.
knowledge held by a single person?

4 Do your intercompany eliminations run from rules defined in Codified elimination logic is
the consolidation model — or are they still handled through a prerequisite for audit-trail
manual workings and adjusting journals? completeness.

5 When an auditor asks why a specific balance moved in a The audit trail is not complete
specific period, can the answer be found in the system in enough to support Al-generated
under five minutes? variance explanations.

6 Are you clear that Al cannot solve a data foundation Al investment will accelerate the
problem? discovery of foundation gaps, not

close them. Foundation first.

If you answered yes to most questions: your organisation is at stage 3 or approaching it. The
investment in Al at stages 4 and 5 is more likely to deliver measurable value because there is a
governed foundation for it to operate on.

If you answered no to several: the most valuable next step is not an Al evaluation. It is a
consolidation readiness conversation — one that starts with the Decision Moment and maps
the architectural work required before Al becomes a sensible investment.

The distance between where most organisations are and a governed foundation is rarely as
large as it looks. The work is specific, not endless. But it has to start with an honest assessment
of where the foundation actually stands.

Finance is being asked to delegate more than it ever has, on tools it’s never fully trusted. Get
the foundation right, and that trade-off disappears.




Welcome to the
Delegation Era

Every stage on this journey ends the same
way: work that used to need you attached to
every step, moving without you, and numbers
you can still put your name to.

Take the Prophix One product tour and see what
delegation looks like when the foundation earns it.

@ Take the tour
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About Prophix®

Prophix® is a global leader in financial
performance management, empowering
finance teams to lead with clarity,
capacity, and confidence. From planning
and budgeting to forecasting, reporting,
reconciliation, and consolidation, Prophix
brings it all together in one intelligent
platform.

Prophix One™, the flagship Autonomous
Finance Platform, combines Al, automation,
and intuitive technology to simplify complex
work and elevate finance to a more strategic
role. With nearly four decades of innovation
and a global footprint serving more than
3,000 customers in 100+ countries, Prophix
is the trusted partner for organizations ready
to transform finance into the driving force
behind business growth.
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