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The Freight Intelligence Bet
UPS ORION routes 21M+ packages per day. FedEx DRIVE redesigned the entire US network with AI. 
Maersk AI manages dynamic pricing across 380+ ports. Your shipper contract was written for human 
routing decisions — and the data rights, pricing transparency, and accountability terms were never 
renegotiated.
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Background
How carrier AI routing moved from pilot to default operations — and why most enterprise shipper agreements 
have not caught up.
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Carrier AI at scale: UPS, FedEx, Maersk, and the 3PL market

• UPS ORION: $250M, six-year build, full US deployment completed 2019. ORION 2.0 (2023–2024) added real-time dynamic re-routing. Processes 250 

data points per stop, 21M+ packages per day. First major enterprise logistics AI deployment at national scale.

• FedEx DRIVE: $2B+ AI transformation program that collapsed Express and Ground into a unified AI-optimized network. Dynamic capacity allocation, 

lane consolidation, and AI-driven pricing overlays applied within contracted rate structures. FedEx Surround adds proactive shipment intelligence from 

satellite, weather, and port congestion data.

• Maersk AI: vessel routing, predictive port congestion, and dynamic ocean freight pricing across 380+ ports and 750+ vessels. Maersk Flow (AI visibility 

and execution platform) launched 2024. Spot rate AI trained on data from tens of thousands of enterprise shippers.

• 3PL AI: DHL Supply Chain, XPO Logistics, C.H. Robinson, Coyote (UPS), and GXO all manage enterprise freight through AI optimization engines that 

treat shipper volume as input to carrier network economics — not as the primary optimization target.

• Visibility gap market: project44 (1,300+ enterprise shippers, 200,000+ carriers), FourKites (500M+ shipments annually), and Descartes exist specifically 

because carrier AI holds routing and performance data that is not exposed through standard shipper portals.
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Three governance gaps in every active shipper agreement

• Routing accountability: current SLAs define transit time commitments and service failure credits. They do not define a mechanism for requesting an 

explanation of a routing decision, challenging a systematic algorithmic pattern, or distinguishing human-error SLAs from algorithmic-error SLAs.

• Data rights: standard carrier data provisions were written before machine learning was a material factor in carrier operations. They do not address 

whether your origin-destination patterns, volume history, and consignee data can be used to train the pricing model applied at your contract renewal.

• Dynamic pricing transparency: AI-driven capacity surcharges are applied to contracted lanes within headroom the master agreement allows, without 

disclosure of the triggering conditions, calculation inputs, or advance notice window. Freight audit firms estimate AI-driven billing variances account for 

2–4% of enterprise freight spend.

• M&A data risk: 3PL acquisitions transfer your supply chain data to new ownership unless your contract explicitly restricts it. XPO divested GXO and 

RXO; UPS acquired and may divest Coyote. Standard agreements do not address data rights at change of control.

• EU AI Act exposure: logistics AI making consequential decisions affecting EU operations may now require documentation — routing explainability, impact 

assessments, human oversight mechanisms — that carrier AI systems were not designed to provide.
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Why the contracting gap persists

• Carrier AI transitions happened inside carrier operations without requiring contract amendments — no notice provision in standard shipper agreements 

triggers when a carrier changes routing methodology from human to algorithmic.

• Procurement teams negotiating carrier renewals focus on rate per pound, minimum volume commitments, and accessorial schedules — algorithmic 

accountability and data rights are not standard RFP categories.

• Legal review of carrier agreements is typically performed against existing terms, not against what the agreement fails to address for a technology 

transition that happened after the agreement was signed.

• Carrier incentive structure: transparency about AI routing inputs reduces the carrier's pricing model advantage at renewal. Carriers negotiate data rights 

provisions adversarially when shippers raise them — but most shippers do not raise them.

• Visibility platform market signal: the $2B+ carrier-agnostic visibility market exists because enterprise shippers are paying for independent routing 

intelligence that their carrier agreements do not provide. The market is a proxy for the governance gap size.
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Decision Required
The contracting questions your procurement team has not answered for your next carrier RFP.
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Your next carrier RFP is being prepared without AI-specific contract terms. 
What provisions will you require that your last agreement did not include?

Most enterprise shipper agreements renew on a rolling basis with amendments to rates and capacity commitments. The underlying terms governing 

data rights, routing accountability, dynamic pricing transparency, and change-of-control data provisions are rarely reopened unless a specific dispute 

forces the issue.

The carrier AI transition has created a structural imbalance: carrier AI systems hold detailed models of your supply chain built from years of your freight 

data, while your procurement team negotiates without equivalent intelligence about the carrier's cost structure, capacity constraints, or pricing model 

inputs.

The next renewal is the practical opportunity to rebalance. Carriers that refuse to negotiate any algorithmic transparency terms are disclosing that their 

AI optimization is structured in ways that cannot withstand shipper scrutiny — which is material procurement intelligence.
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Four carrier governance postures.

Option A

Continue current terms — no 
AI-specific provisions in next 
renewal

Defer governance negotiation until 
a specific incident creates urgency. 
Risk: rate disputes, data asymmetry 
at renewal, no accountability mech-
anism for algorithmic routing errors. 
Cost of retroactive remediation typi-
cally higher than proactive renegoti-
ation.

Option B

Recommended

Add algorithmic accountabili-
ty, data governance, and dy-
namic pricing transparency 
clauses to next carrier RFP

Routing decision explanation rights, 
data use limitations, post-contract 
data deletion, dynamic surcharge 
disclosure, change-of-control data 
protections. Carriers will negotiate 
these terms if asked. Most shippers 
have not asked.

Option C

Deploy carrier-agnostic AI vis-
ibility layer as independent 
system of record

Project44, FourKites, or Descartes 
provides shipment data indepen-
dent of carrier-reported information. 
12 months of independent data be-
fore major renewal gives procure-
ment team objective SLA perfor-
mance leverage. Platform cost typ-
ically recoverable through improved 
SLA enforcement.

Option D

Multi-carrier split to limit sin-
gle-carrier AI pricing model 
advantage

Split freight 60/40 or 50/30/20 across 
carriers. Limits data concentration 
that enables accurate renewal pric-
ing against you. Requires TMS AI 
for allocation optimization. Structur-
al hedge value increases with freight 
spend size — above $50M annually, 
typically worth operational complexi-
ty.
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Add algorithmic accountability to the next RFP. Build independent visibility before the 
renewal.

� Add four specific provisions to the next carrier RFP: (1) routing decision explanation right — carrier must explain, in writing within 5 business days, any routing 

decision that resulted in a documented SLA miss; (2) data use limitation — shipping data may be used to operate the current contract but not to train models used 

in renewal pricing without written consent; (3) dynamic pricing disclosure — AI-driven surcharges applied to contracted lanes must include inputs, calculation 

methodology, and a defined advance notice window; (4) change-of-control data provision — data rights do not transfer to an acquiring entity without your written 

consent.

� Deploy a carrier-agnostic visibility platform at least 12 months before major carrier renewals. The independent dataset gives your procurement team objective 

SLA performance evidence that does not depend on carrier-reported data. Carriers with strong performance welcome independent verification; the resistance is 

the signal.

� For enterprise freight spend above $50M annually: model the multi-carrier split option against the data concentration risk of single-carrier consolidation. The pricing 

model advantage that three years of complete origin-destination data gives a single carrier at renewal is material — model it before the renewal, not during it.

� Audit current 3PL agreements specifically for change-of-control data provisions and post-contract data deletion rights. If your primary 3PL is acquired, the acquiring 

entity inherits your data relationship unless your contract specifies otherwise. Most do not. This provision costs nothing to add and protects a material asset.
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Five material risks.

1.
Carrier AI trains on your data to price against you at renewal

Your origin-destination patterns, volume seasonality, consignee density, and 
time-sensitivity distribution are training the carrier's pricing model. At renewal, the 
carrier team has a more accurate model of your supply chain economics than your 
procurement team has of the carrier's cost structure. The data asymmetry is a direct 
product of single-carrier consolidation and the absence of data use restrictions in 
your current agreement.

2.
Algorithmic routing errors with no accountability mechanism

AI routing decisions that produce worse individual shipment outcomes than human 
dispatchers would have chosen — a time-sensitive shipment routed through a 
consolidation hub that adds transit time; just-in-time components delayed because 
AI allocated the truck to a higher-density lane — are governed by SLA terms 
written for human-routing expectations. The current mechanism is a rate credit. It 
does not produce a routing explanation, a commitment to algorithm adjustment, or 
accountability for recurring systematic errors.

3.
Dynamic pricing opacity — AI surcharges within contracted head-
room without disclosure

AI-driven capacity surcharges applied to contracted lanes within the headroom that 
master agreements allow are a documented source of billing variance. Freight audit 
firms estimate 2–4% of enterprise freight spend in AI-driven discrepancies that 
are technically within contracted terms but outside shipper expectations. The audit 
burden shifts to accounts payable, which cannot challenge the algorithmic basis of 
a line item it cannot see.

4.
3PL acquisition transfers your supply chain data to new ownership

The logistics technology sector is consolidating. When a 3PL with years of your 
complete supply chain data is acquired, the buyer inherits the data relationship 
as a business asset — unless your contract restricts it. Most do not. Your supply 
chain model may now be held by an entity whose competitive interests differ from 
the entity you contracted with, whose data governance practices you have not 
evaluated, and who may have adverse interests in your logistics operations.

5.
EU AI Act applicability — carrier routing AI may require documenta-
tion your carrier cannot provide

Logistics AI systems making consequential decisions affecting enterprise EU oper-
ations are attracting regulatory attention as the EU AI Act's enforcement provisions 
develop. Documentation requirements — routing explainability, impact assess-
ments, human oversight mechanisms — were not built into carrier AI systems 
designed before the Act. If your carrier's AI routing or pricing decisions affect 
your EU operations, the compliance gap between the Act's requirements and the 
documentation your carrier can produce is a risk that belongs to your enterprise, 
not the carrier's.
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Six questions for your logistics and procurement leadership.

1. If your primary carrier's AI makes a routing decision that results in a documented SLA miss, can you get a written explanation of the routing logic within five 
business days — and is that right defined in your current carrier agreement?

2. Does your current master shipper agreement specify whether your origin-destination data, volume history, and consignee information can be used to train the 
AI model that will price your contract at the next renewal negotiation?

3. When your carrier applies a dynamic capacity surcharge to a contracted lane, what disclosure do you receive about the inputs and calculation methodology 
— and does your agreement specify a notice window before the surcharge takes effect?

4. If your primary 3PL were acquired tomorrow, would your data rights transfer under the terms of your current agreement, or would the acquiring entity inherit 
them without restriction?

5. What percentage of your enterprise freight spend is concentrated with a single carrier — and have you modeled the pricing model advantage that data 
concentration gives that carrier at your next renewal?

6. Do you have independent, carrier-agnostic transit performance data for your primary carrier relationships — data that does not depend on the carrier's own 
reporting system — that your procurement team could use as objective leverage in a renewal negotiation?
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one enterprise AI deployment dissected in Reverse Brief format. 
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