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Al Fit Assessment Report Logistics

Excellent Fit

Predictive disruption monitoring across suppliers, lanes, and ports can convert reactive
expediting into early, decision-grade alerts.

88

BUSINESS OVERVIEW

I Industry Context

INDUSTRY

Logistics

CHARACTERISTICS CONSIDERED

« Disruption is the norm, not the exception — early-warning is the dominant lever.
e Heterogeneous signals (carrier, port, weather, news) must be fused to be useful.
e Lane owners are the decision-makers; tooling must serve their workflow.

e OTIF and expediting cost are the dominant performance metrics.

KEY ASSESSMENT IMPLICATIONS
« Alerting precision is a first-class design constraint, not a tuning afterthought.

* Mitigation remains human-owned; the system orchestrates, it does not transact with suppliers.
* Phase 1 scope concentrates on lanes that account for the majority of disruption cost.

INDUSTRY-SPECIFIC RISKS
e Alert fatigue eroding lane-owner trust within weeks.

« Single-feed dependency creating monitoring blind spots.
« Over-reliance masking structural sourcing or routing risks.

INDUSTRY GOVERNANCE CONSIDERATIONS
e S&OP lead ownership of thresholds and escalation criteria.

* Weekly precision/recall review embedded in S&OP cadence.
e Quarterly model and feed audit with documented sampling.

INDUSTRY VALUE DRIVERS
* Expediting and air-freight cost avoidance

e OTIF performance

e S&OP decision velocity

* Inventory positioning

e Supplier performance visibility

I Executive Summary
Predictive disruption monitoring across suppliers, lanes, and ports can convert

reactive expediting into early, decision-grade alerts.

INVESTMENT SIGNAL
Strong — proceed
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TIME TO VALUE
10-14 weeks for first production lane coverage

FIT SCORE
88 /100 — Excellent Fit

WHY NOW

« External signal availability (AIS, port congestion, news, weather) is at an all-time high.

« ERP and TMS data is already integrated — the orchestration layer is the missing piece.

« Recent disruption history makes the business case unambiguous to the executive committee.

SITUATION

A global consumer-goods manufacturer runs ~$2.3B in annual inbound freight across 1,200 suppliers and 38
ports. Disruptions are detected only when shipments are already late; expediting and air-freight rescue costs ran
$42M last year. The S&OP team wants earlier visibility and a structured response workflow.
RECOMMENDATION

Deploy an Al-driven disruption monitoring layer that ingests carrier, port, weather, news, and ERP signals;
predicts at-risk shipments 5-10 days earlier; and routes prioritised, evidence-backed alerts to lane owners with
recommended mitigations. Keep mitigation decisions human-owned, with workflow orchestration handling
routing, escalation, and tracking.

TOP VALUE DRIVER — EXPEDITING AND AIR-FREIGHT COST AVOIDANCE

Earlier detection enables sea-to-sea reroutes, supplier swaps, and consolidations instead of last-minute air
freight. Expected $9—-14M annual savings against the current $42M baseline.

KEY RISK — ALERT FATIGUE FROM OVER-TRIGGERING

Low-precision alerts erode trust quickly. Mitigated by lane-owner-tunable thresholds, confidence scoring on
every alert, and a weekly precision/recall review.

I Assessment Confidence

CONFIDENCE — HIGH
Use case is well-bounded, signal availability is strong, and the value pathway is supported by concrete historical

baselines.

I Why This Recommendation Was Generated
Task benefits from agentic reasoning over heterogeneous, time-sensitive signals.
« Human-owned mitigation preserves accountability, capping autonomy at 3.
e Score 88 reflects strong fit across value, feasibility, and risk bounding.
* ROl is concrete, with measurable cost-avoidance and OTIF baselines.
* Risk envelope is bounded by recoverable false positives and human-owned mitigation.

I Assessment Assumptions

* ERP and TMS data is integrated and accessible in near-real-time.

« External feeds (AIS, weather, news, port congestion) are commercially available at acceptable cost.
* Lane owners have authority and SLA expectations to action alerts within hours.

e Historical disruption ground truth exists for model evaluation.

* S&OP lead can own thresholds and escalation criteria.

e Top 6 lanes account for ~60% of disruption-related cost.



I Opportunity Sizing
VERDICT — APPROPRIATE SCOPE
Phase 1 covers the top 6 lanes (~60% of disruption cost) with measurable ROI in 10-14 weeks. Expansion plan

is clear and incremental.

I Information That Would Improve This Assessment
e Quality of historical disruption ground truth across lanes.

e Commercial cost of premium signal feeds at projected volume.

e Lane-owner capacity to absorb alert volume in Phase 1.

 Integration maturity with the existing control-tower Ul.

I Assessment Limitations

This assessment is based on the information provided and generated using Bodhvega's structured evaluation
framework. Results may vary depending on industry-specific requirements, regulatory constraints, organizational
maturity, data quality and availability, existing technology landscape, and business operating model. This assessment
should be used as decision-support guidance and not as a substitute for detailed business, architectural, legal, or
regulatory review.

Al OPPORTUNITIES

I Business Value Map
Concentrated value in cost avoidance, OTIF performance, and S&OP decision speed, with secondary upside in
inventory and customer service.

Logistics Cost

Cost Reduction
20-33% reduction off a $42M baseline is consistent with peer benchmarks for early-warning programmes.

Timeframe: 0—6 months

Service Level

Customer Experience
Earlier visibility allows proactive customer notification and reroute, lifting OTIF and reducing chargebacks.

Timeframe: 3—9 months

Decision Throughput

Operational Efficiency
Replaces ad-hoc, manual war-rooms with a structured, evidence-backed routing workflow.

Timeframe: 0—6 months

Working Capital

Working Capital Optimization
Even a 1-2% reduction in safety stock yields ~$18—35M of working-capital release.

Timeframe: 6-12 months

Supplier Management

Operational Efficiency
Structured evidence shifts supplier conversations from anecdote to data.

Timeframe: 3—9 months
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Margin Protection

Revenue Growth
10-20% reduction in chargebacks is realistic given proactive ETA communication.

Timeframe: 612 months

Labor Productivity

Productivity Improvement
Consolidated alerting saves ~20% of lane-owner time previously spent on manual triage.

Timeframe: 0—6 months

Resilience

Risk Reduction
Audit-grade evidence of monitoring supports board and customer assurance requirements.

Timeframe: 6—-12 months

PRIORITY RECOMMENDATION

I Priority Recommendation

RECOMMENDATION
Hybrid

Signal fusion and prediction benefit from agentic reasoning across heterogeneous sources; mitigation decisions

and supplier-facing actions must remain a deterministic, human-owned workflow with full audit trail.

Is the task multi-step with branching logic?

Ingestion ! fusion! risk scoring ! alert prioritisation! routing ! mitigation tracking
branches.

Are the inputs structured and predictable?

Partially
RP/TMS data is structured; weather, news, and port-congestion signals are heterogeneous.

Are mistakes recoverable?

!aise positives cost a triage minute; false negatives are bounded by existing fallback processes.

Is the value of automation high relative to risk?

auEl-million-dollar cost avoidance vs. low-cost, recoverable errors under human-owned mitigation.

GOLDILOCKS CHECK — APPROPRIATELY SCOPED

Phase 1 covers the top 6 lanes (~60% of disruption-related cost) with structured human mitigation — right-sized
to prove value in one quarter.

IMPLEMENTATION OPTIONS

I Platform Comparison

Databricks + MosaicML Suitability 88/100

Monthly cost: $8K-$18K (workspace + compute + model serving) - Scalability 5/5 - Robustness 5/5
Strong end-to-end fit for streaming signal fusion, modelling, and serving at supply-chain scale. Pros:

lakehouse-native, strong MLOps, enterprise governance. Cons: heavier setup than point tools. Best for: data-rich
enterprises with strong analytics teams. Time to deploy: 10-14 weeks.
RECOMMENDED BECAUSE
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« Lakehouse architecture suits heterogeneous feed ingestion and historical replay.
* Mature MLOps reduces model-drift and feed-quality risk over time.
e Scales cleanly from Phase 1 (top 6 lanes) to global coverage without re-architecture.

AWS (Bedrock + Kinesis + SageMaker) Suitability 84/100

Monthly cost: $6K—$14K (managed services + model hosting) - Scalability 5/5 - Robustness 5/5
Strong for AWS-native operations. Pros: deep service catalogue, enterprise SLAs, fine-grained IAM. Cons: more glue

code than a lakehouse platform. Best for: AWS-native enterprises. Time to deploy: 12—-16 weeks.

RECOMMENDED BECAUSE
< Excellent fit if the control tower already runs on AWS.

e Service breadth supports both streaming ingestion and model serving.

Google Vertex Al Suitability 80/200
Monthly cost: Pay-per-use; ~$4K—$12K/mo at projected volume with committed-use discounts - Scalability 5/5 - Robustness 5/5
Strong managed ML and signal fusion. Pros: Gemini grounding, BigQuery-native joins, committed-use pricing. Cons:

requires GCP footprint. Best for: GCP-native operations and BigQuery-heavy data estates. Time to deploy: 10-14

weeks.

RECOMMENDED BECAUSE

* BigQuery-native joins simplify large-scale signal fusion.

e Committed-use pricing supports predictable unit economics.

Microsoft Fabric + Azure ML Suitability 76/100

Monthly cost: $5K-$13K (Fabric capacity + ML compute) - Scalability 5/5 - Robustness 4/5
Strong for Microsoft-centric enterprises. Pros: unified data platform, Power BI surfacing, enterprise governance. Cons:

streaming maturity still catching up. Best for: Microsoft-native operations. Time to deploy: 12—16 weeks.

RECOMMENDED BECAUSE
e Strong fit when Power Bl is already the S&OP reporting standard.

n8n + Snowflake + hosted LLM Suitability 64/100

Monthly cost: $2K—$6K (orchestrator + warehouse + LLM API) - Scalability 3/5 - Robustness 3/5
Useful for early-stage prototyping. Pros: fast iteration, low cost. Cons: not a production-scale ML platform; weaker

MLOps. Best for: prototyping the alert workflow before committing to a full platform. Time to deploy: 4—6 weeks.

RECOMMENDED BECAUSE
e Good de-risking option for Phase 0 workflow prototyping.

I Blueprint Canvas

TASK / GOAL
Surface disruption-risk alerts to lane owners 5-10 days earlier than today, with evidence, confidence, and

recommended mitigations, on the top 6 lanes.

TOOLS
Carrier and TMS feeds, AIS / port congestion data, Weather and storm forecast feeds, News and event

detection, ERP shipment and PO data, Risk-scoring model, Alert routing and case-management workflow
ENVIRONMENT

Cloud-hosted analytics workspace integrated with the existing S&OP control tower; alerts surfaced in the
lane-owner workbench and in Teams/Slack.

FEEDBACK LOOP
Lane owners mark alerts as actioned / dismissed / missed. Weekly precision/recall review feeds threshold and

model tuning.



AUTONOMY LEVEL
3/5

WHEN TO STOP
Escalate to S&OP lead when predicted impact exceeds a defined dollar threshold, when multiple lanes are

simultaneously affected, or when the recommended mitigation requires supplier-contract changes.

RISKS & EDGE CASES
« Alert fatigue from low-precision signals

« Stale feed eroding lane-owner trust
e Over-reliance on the system masking deeper structural risk

I Rollout, Oversight & Success Measures

OBJECTIVE
Generate prioritised, evidence-backed disruption-risk alerts on the top 6 lanes 5-10 days ahead of impact, with

recommended mitigations.

TOOLS
Carrier, TMS, AlS, weather, news, and ERP feeds; risk model; case-management workflow.

APPROACH
1. Ingest and normalise signals. 2. Fuse against current PO and shipment book. 3. Score risk per shipment. 4.

Prioritise alerts. 5. Route to lane owner with evidence and recommended mitigation.

CONSTRAINTS
Never auto-execute supplier-facing actions. Always present evidence and confidence. Respect lane-owner

thresholds.

SUCCESS
Precision"e 0.7 on top-priority alerts; "e 70% of alerts result in a decision with|

20% in 6 months.

QUALITY CHECKLIST
" Workflow goal is concrete and measurable

Human decision ownership on mitigation is explicit
Alert precision and SLA targets are quantified
Rollback path is defined

Audit trail captures evidence, confidence, and decision

I Guardrails & Governance Controls

Overall Risk:

Risk is bounded by human-owned mitigation decisions, structured precision/recall review, and a clear rollback
path. Largest residual risk is alert fatigue if precision is not actively managed.

HUMAN OVERSIGHT REQUIRED

Yes — Mitigation decisions affect supplier relationships, contractual commitments, and customer ETAs — they
must remain human-owned.

REGULATORY FLAGS
None



Hallucination Risk
LLM-generated explanations could over-state confidence or invent supporting context.

MITIGATION
Restrict LLM use to summarisation of retrieved evidence; never to standalone generation; every alert cites the

underlying signal.

Human-in-the-Loop

Supplier-facing actions and ETA commitments must remain human-owned.

MITIGATION
Workflow surfaces recommendations and evidence; never auto-executes supplier-facing actions.

Cost Controls
Continuous signal ingestion and model inference can drive runaway cloud cost.

MITIGATION
Budget alerts, cap on inference frequency, tiered model strategy (cheap-first, expensive-on-demand).

Audit Logging

Customer-, supplier-, and board-facing claims about resilience require evidence.

MITIGATION
Persist every alert, decision, and outcome with full evidence chain.

I Full Deployable Prompt

Wor kf | ow Goal
Surface disruption-risk alerts 5-10 days earlier than today, with evidence, confidence, and
reconmended mitigation, on the top 6 |anes.

Systens & Integrations

- Carrier and TMS feeds (ETA, exception codes)
- AIS/ port congestion data

- Weather and storm forecasts

- News and event detection

- ERP shi prent and PO data

- Ri sk-scoring nodel

- Alert routing and case- managenent wor kfl ow

- Lane-owner wor kbench, Teans/ Sl ack channel s

Wor kf | ow Logi ¢

Conti nuously ingest and normalise signals.

Fuse signals against the active PO and shi pnent book.

Score each shi pment for disruption risk; conpute expected inpact and confi dence.
Prioritise alerts; cap volune per lane to protect against fatigue.

Route to the lane owner with full evidence, confidence, and 1-3 recommended mitigations.
Track deci sion and outcone; feed back into the nodel.

ook~ ®wNRE

Dat a Requi renents
Real -time carrier and Al'S feeds, current PO and shi pment book, weather and news APIs,
hi storical disruption ground truth for evaluation.

Rol | out Phases

Phase 1 (weeks 1-8): top 2 lanes with full evidence pipeline. Phase 2 (weeks 9-14): expand to
top 6 lanes, enable nmitigation tracking. Phase 3 (weeks 15-24): integrate inventory

posi tioning recommendati ons and supplier scorecards.

CGover nance & Over si ght
S&OP | ead owns thresholds and escalation criteria. Wekly precision/recall review Quarterly
nodel and feed audit. No supplier-facing action is ever auto-executed.

Oper ati onal Readi ness



Train | ane owners on alert triage and decision |ogging. Define rollback to current nanual
control -tower workflow if precision falls below threshold for two consecutive weeks.

I mpl ement ati on Conpl exity
Medi um Hi ghest risks are signal-feed reliability and protecting against alert fatigue.



